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Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to the Jews 
and Foolishness to the Greeks 


The moderns look upon Verbal Inspiration as an evil, unclean 
thing. They call it a foul spook. The Lutheran Zaenker, Landes- 
bischof of Silesia, used the term “Das Gepenst der Verbalinspi- 
ration” and asked the preachers of the Gospel to make it their 
business to lay this ghost. (See Conc. THEoL. Montuty, VIII, p. 149.) 
Karl Barth feels the same way. “Er straeubt sich gegen den Vor- 
wurf, er fuehre das Gespenst der Verbalinspiration wieder herauf.” 
(Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenz., 1935, p. 987.) The moderns look upon 
Verbal Inspiration as a dangerous thing. “The pitfalls of a possible 
theory of literal, verbal inspiration” was the term used at a meeting 
of Episcopalian churchmen and theologians of the Lutheran Augus- 
tana Synod held in the interest of church union. (See Lutheran 
Companion, Jan.11, 1936.) Verbal Inspiration is “a handicap,” 
declares H. E. Fosdick. More than that: “I reached the shocking 
conviction that such traditional Bibliolatry is false in fact and 
perilous in result” (The Modern Use of the Bible, pp. 181, 273). 
These men look upon Verbal Inspiration as a disreputable thing. 
No self-respecting theologian can afford to deal with it. “It is the 
way of obscurantism,” says J.S.Whale (The Christian Answer 
to the Problem of Evil, p.78), and Folkebladet, the organ of the 
Norwegian Free Church, stated in 1926 (Nov.17): “Now, how- 
ever, there are very few theologians, and assuredly no eminently 
learned ones, even of the conservative school, who hold the old 
doctrine of verbal inspiration.” These few theologians, says Dr. E. 
H. Delk, “think in the forms and categories of an age long past for 
the modern mind. Their position is outmoded” (Luth. Ch. Quart., 
1936, p. 334). These men do not feel at ease in the company of 
theologians who teach Verbal Inspiration— and they would not 
feel at home in a church-body that believes in it. Writing in the 
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Lutheran Church Quarterly, 1935, p. 417, Prof. E. E. Flack, of the 
Hamma Divinity School in Springfield, Ohio, asks: “Is not the in- 
spiration of Scripture too high and holy a reality to be defined in 
terms of stenography? Does one exalt the Word of God by de- 
humanizing it?” and then states: “It may be confidently asserted 
that the achievement of closer unity among Lutherans in this 
country, and indeed throughout the world, will require, for one 
essential, a higher view of Scripture than is represented by the 
theory of inspiration by dictation.” Men who feel like Dr. Flack 
do not like to associate with those who harbor the idea of Verbal 
Inspiration.2» Wilhelm Moeller describes the situation correctly 
when he says: “‘Verbalinspiration!’ Jeder Theologe schaudert 
bei dem Wort ordentlich zusammen; es wirkt wie das rote Tuch 
auf den Stier; und wenn man sonst nicht sehr einig ist in der 
Theologie, links und rechts, darin ist man einig: nur keine Verbal- 
inspiration!” (Um die Inspiration der Bibel, p.63.) The moderns 
in the Reformed and in the Lutheran churches, liberals and con- 
servatives alike, fear and hate this thing and deplore with Emil 
Brunner that the churches “are still suffering from the incubus of 
the old mechanical theory of inspiration” (The Mediator, p. 181). 

The moderns abhor and detest Verbal Inspiration, and they are 
not at all backward about telling us why they cannot accept it with 





1) When the moderns denounce “the theory of inspiration by dicta- 
tion,” “the mechanical theory,” they have in mind, as will be shown later 
on, the doctrine of Verbal Inspiration. 


2) Negotiations in the interest of church-fellowship between the 
United Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod came to an end be- 
cause the representatives of the U.L.C. found themselves unable to 
accept the doctrine of Verbal Inspiration. “A point of serious difference 
concerned the definition of inspiration, particularly the presentation of 
verbal inspiration as given in the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod. 
. .. Our commission was unable to accept the statement of the Missouri 
Synod that the Scriptures are the infallible truth ‘also in those parts 
which treat of historical, geographical, and other secular matters.’” 
(Minutes of the 1938 Convention of the U.L.C.A., p.468.) The report 
of the convention appearing in The Lutheran of Nov. 2, 1938, states: “The 
doctrine known technically as ‘The Verbal iration of the Bible’ was 
deemed out of accord with the Lutheran Confession.” These men feel, 
as Dr. Flack expresses it, that there can be no close unity with bodies 
that hold the low view of Scripture which the doctrine of verbal inspira- 
tion implies. On the other hand, we of the Synodical Conference find 
ourselves unable to give the hand of fellowship to those who hold such 
a low view of Scripture as the denial of Verbal Inspiration implies. 
“Dr. E. Ryden overlooks that he can entertain no hope of fellowship with 
‘Missouri’ as long as the official organ of the Swedish synod (Augustana) 
prints attacks on the doctrine of verbal inspiration.” (Lutheran Witness, - 
Nov. 26, 1940.) The denial of Verbal Inspiration is one of the chief 
obstacles in the way of Lutheran union. For that reason a discussion 
of this matter is always in order. For that reason the present essay is 
being written. Its purpose is to show, once again, that those who view 
Verbal Inspiration with horror are laboring under a hallucination. 
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a good conscience. They offer a great variety of reasons why the 
Church should get rid of it as soon as possible. Let us examine 
six of these objections. Are they well founded? Or are the 
objectors making a fatal mistake? 


I 


They tell us, in the first place, that they cannot accept the 
doctrine of verbal, plenary inspiration of the Bible because of the 
errors, the many, the countless errors, in the Bible. 

“Wir sind Wirklichkeitsmenschen,” said Theodor Kaftan. We 
are men who deal with realities, with facts. When we examine 
the Bible, we find certain facts which forbid us to believe that 
everything in the Bible is inspired. So say the Liberals. H. E. Fos- 
dick declares: “So we used to think of inspiration as a procedure 
which produced a book guaranteed in all its parts against error and 
containing from beginning to end a unanimous system of truth. 
No well-instructed mind, I think, can hold that now. Our ideas of 
the method of inspiration have changed; verbal dictation, .. . 
uniformity of doctrine between 1000 B.C. and 70 A. D.—all such 
ideas have become incredible in the face of the facts.” (Op. cit., 
p.30.) H.L. Willett: “This is one of the chief reasons why the doc- 
trine of verbal inspiration has been discarded as incapable of proof 
and incompatible with the evident facts.” (The Bible through the 
Centuries, p. 284.) Some of these men would perhaps like to retain 
the old teaching of the Christian Church on this point, but they 
cannot do it in the face of these undeniable facts. That appears 
from the statement of J.De Witt: “Must this beautiful conception, 
which anchors the soul fast to permanent and unchangeable truth 
and excludes every blemish from the Scriptures, be abandoned or 
even modified? We answer, however reluctantly, that it must 
surely be put aside, unless it corresponds with the observed facts 
and is confirmed by other than a-priori reasoning. ... Indeed, we 
distinctly claim that facts have already been discovered that dis- 
credit the exactness of statement so earnestly affirmed.” (What Is 
Inspiration? P.12f.) And here the conservatives are in full ac- 
cord with the liberals. James Orr stoutly maintains that, “if there 
is inspiration at all, it must penetrate words as well as thought, 
must mold the expression,” but on the very next page he declares: 
“In the result ‘Verbal Inspiration’ may be held to imply a literality 
in narratives, quotations, or reports of discourses which the facts 
as we know them do not warrant.” (Revelation and Inspiration, 
pp. 209, 210.) E.A.Garvie is another “Wirklichkeitsmensch.” In 
Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible he writes, s. v. Inspiration: “The 
theory of verbal inspiration affirms that each human author was 
but the mouthpiece of God and that in every word, therefore, God 
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speaks. But the actual features of the Bible, as studied by reverent 
and believing scholarship, contradict the theory.” So is Friedrich 
Buechsel, professor at Rostock. “Selbstverstaendlich kam die alte 
Inspirationslehre — die Lehre von der Verbalinspiration, die Be- 
hauptung: die Schrift stammt nicht nur ihrem Gehalte, sondern 
auch, und gerade ihrem Wortlaute nach, aus dem Geiste Gottes — 
damit in Widerspruch zu den einfachsten Tatsachen in den Schrif- 
ten der Bibel.” (Die Offenbarung Gottes, p. 112f.; ed. 1938.) 
Dr. J. A. W. Haas is another Wirklichkeitsmensch: “In the problem 
of inspiration the facts of course refute any mechanical theory of 
inspiration in minute detail.” (The Lutheran, Jan. 23, 1936.) “The 
irresistible logic of facts” has compelled the moderns to discard 
Verbal Inspiration. Strahan tells us that he and the “Protestant 
scholars of the present day, imbued with the scientific spirit, have 
no a-priori theory of the inspiration of the Bible. ... They do not 
open any book of the Old or New Testament with the feeling that 
they are bound to regard its teaching as sacred and authoritative. 
They yield to nothing but what they regard as the irresistible 
logic of facts.” (Hastings’ Encyclopedia, VII, p. 346.) In the light 
of the facts Verbal Inspiration is a fiction. 

Now, what are the facts on account of which the doctrine of 
verbal, plenary inspiration, the doctrine of the absolute infallibility 
of the Bible, cannot be true? They are, primarily, the errors in 
the Bible, the mistakes and blunders committed by the writers 
of Scripture. The list which enumerates these alleged errors is 
a long one, and the compilers of this list warn us that, as human 
knowledge increases, the list will grow in length. The various 
sections of this long list are labeled: Scientific errors (blunders 
in natural history, historical errors, etc., etc.); statements in con- 
flict with the findings of higher criticism; contradictions in the 
Bible (inexact, false quotations; unfulfilled prophecies; and just 
plain contradictions). And every single one of these “facts” dis- 
proves Verbal Inspiration. 

Georgia Harkness feels that she must repudiate Verbal In- 
spiration because of the facts established by science. “The revolt 
against Fundamentalism has centered upon the other great pitfall 
of reliance on the authority of the Bible, namely, the disregard of 
historical and scientific fact that ensues from belief in its literal 
inspiration. The battle is not yet won. Like the poor, literalism 
is always with us.” (The Faith by which the Church Lives, p. 57.) 
In order to win the battle they remind us that Moses, or whoever 
wrote this part of the Bible, was weak, for instance, in natural 
history. See Lev. 11:5,6! Everybody knows that the “hare” and 
the “coney” do not chew the cud! “This presents,” says Robert 
Tuck, “a striking illustration of the unscientific character of the 
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Scriptures. They record popular fallacies in matters of science. 
Moses repeats the common opinion of his day in all such things as 
natural history.” (Bible Difficulties, p.343.) And see Prov. 6:8! 
Contrary to the popular opinion that Solomon was wiser than all 
men, well posted in zoology, including entomology and the other 
branches of natural history (1 Kings 4:31-33), he did not know 
much about ants. “The scientific skeptic affirms that the ant, being 
a carnivorous insect, could not gather her food in the harvest and 
that the very nature of that food would prevent it from being laid 
up in store; and that Solomon committed the blunder of many 
amateurs, in mistaking the white cocoon of the ant-pupae, properly 
known as ant-eggs, for grains housed for future use.” A. T. Pierson, 
from whose book Many Infallible Proofs this is quoted (p. 133), 
hears the scientific skeptic ask: “What, then, becomes of Solomon’s 
inspiration? If he blunders in science, he may have blundered in 
theology.” (The question of who is committing all these blunders 
will be answered in a later article.) Our list contains numerous 
examples from the other branches of science. Studying them, 
H.L. Willett concludes: “Nor were the writers of the Bible safe- 
guarded supernaturally or in any other manner from the usual 
historical and scientific errors to which men of their age were liable. 
Their work is not a text-book of either of these subjects.” (Op. cit., 
p. 284.) Joseph Stump, of the U.L.C., comes to the same con- 
clusion: “The holy writers were inspired with a supernatural 
knowledge of God and of His will, and on these subjects their 
words are final and infallible. On scientific matters they neither 
knew nor professed to know more than other men of their day.” 
(The Christian Faith, p.319.) The scientific information they give 
is unreliable. “Wer etwas ueber naturwissenschaftliche Dinge 
wissen will,” says Professor Baumgaertel of Rostock, “gehe zum 
Naturwissenschaftler.” (W. Moeller, op. cit., p.31.) And when the 
professor of natural philosophy is not in accord with Scripture, 
you will have to say that the professor is right and Scripture is 
wrong. “Does not modern science contradict the Scriptures?” 
asks Dr. A. J. Traver in the “Young People Column” of The Lu- 
theran of Feb. 22, 1939. Yes, indeed, he answers, but that is to be 
expected, for the “Bible-writers wrote with the background of their 
age and its scientific beliefs.” “The Bible is true in all matters 
that pertain to religion,” he writes in the issue of May 10, 1939, but 
“it is not a text for biology or chemistry.” Just admit that the 
Bible abounds in scientific blunders. “Is Scripture inerrant?” asks 
Prof. J. Aberly in the Luth. Church Quarterly, April, 1935, p. 124, 
and tells us that “the question must be faced whether there may 
be factual errors in the sacred records,” and goes on to point to the 
errors “in matters of psychology” which the Biblical writers com- 
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mitted and their errors “in cosmology.” These errors are so glaring 
that the Christian youth must be warned against accepting them 
as truth. Writing in the Luth. Church Quarterly of July, 1939, 
p. 299, Prof. O. F. Nolde says: “Pupils may later discard the scien- 
tific import of the story” (the creation story). “They ought for- 
ever to accept the story itself because of literary and religious 
merit.” And so the commissioners of the U.L.C. are unable to 
teach Verbal Inspiration, to teach that “the Scriptures are the 
infallible truth ‘also in those parts which treat of historical, 
geographical, and other secular matters.’” 

Historical errors are here mentioned by the U. L. C. theologians. 
Georgia Harkness, too, speaks of the disregard of historical and 
scientific fact that ensues from belief in the literal inspiration of 
the Bible. The list of historical blunders found in the Bible is 
a long one. They used to say that writing was unknown at the 
time of Moses, so that Moses was not the author of the Pentateuch. 
(Thus von Bohlen; see Conc. THEoL. Montuty, IV, p. 178.) It was 
written centuries later. The battle of the four kings against the 
five kings, related Gen. 14, is pure fiction or, at best, wild exag- 
geration. Wellhausen wrote in 1889: “That four kings from the 
Persian Gulf should, ‘in the time of Abraham,’ have made an 
excursion into the Sinaitic Peninsula, that they should on this 
occasion have attacked five kinglets on the Dead Sea littoral and 
have carried them off prisoners, and finally that Abraham should 
have set out in pursuit of the retreating victors, accompanied by 
318 men servants, and have forced them to disgorge their prey — 
all these incidents are sheer impossibilities, which gain nothing in 
credibility from the fact that they are placed in a world which 
has passed away.” (See Fundamentals, II, p.26. Also Lehre und 
Wehre, 59, p. 259.) — The Hittites occupy much space on the black- 
list we are studying. “Many regarded the Biblical statements 
regarding this mysterious people as mythical and an indication of 
the general untrustworthiness of Biblical history. A prominent 
English Biblical critic declared not many years ago that an alliance 
between Egypt and the Hittites was as improbable as would be 
one at the present time between England and the Choctaws.” “In 
1904 one of the foremost archeologists of Europe said to me: ‘TT do 
not believe there ever were such people as the Hittites.” (Funda- 
mentals, II, pp. 15,31.) — Daniel, or whoever wrote the Book of 
Daniel, blundered badly in his reference to Belshazzar. “The 
scientific skeptics laughed at the credulity of the simple souls who 
take the Bible as their guide though it asserts that Belshazzar was 
king when Babylon fell and on the night of its capture was slain.” 
(A. T. Pierson, op. cit., p.140.) Does not history tell us that the 
king of Babylon at that time was Nabonidus? As late as 1937 this 
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item was kept on the black-list. The expert on the American 
Weekly declared that Nebuchadnezzar never had a son by the name 
of Belshazzar and that Babylon fell to Cyrus and not to Darius the 
Mede. (See Conc. THeot. Montuty, VIII, p.397.) “Darius the 
Mede is not a historical figure,” says J. De Witt, on the authority of 
an “accomplished scholar” (op. cit., p. 48), and N. R. Best finds that 
“the lordly manner in which Darius at the end of the chapter 
wrote to call the peoples, nations, and languages that dwell in all 
the earth sounds very little as if he were aware of having the 
mighty Cyrus or any other potentate as overlord” (Inspiration, 
p. 92). Baumgaertel-Rostock: “Einen ‘Meder’ Darius hat es nicht 
gegeben.” (Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenz., 1926, No. 45.) 

The New Testament writers, too, are guilty of many blunders. 
Even St. Luke, who claims that he had “had perfect understanding 
of all things from the very first,” “having accurately traced every- 
thing from the start” (Luke 1:3), garbled the story of Christ from 
the very start. “It has been maintained by many scholars in modern 
times that the census is either a fiction or a blunder. ... It is 
affirmed that Quirinius never governed Syria during the life of 
Herod.” (See Kretzmann, Pop. Commentary, New. Testament, I, 
p. 278.) And this same Luke did not know the difference between 
a proconsul and a propraetor. “It has been only a few years since 
the destructive critics had nothing but scorn for any one who 
accepted Luke’s statement (Acts 13:7) that the island of Cyprus 
was ruled by a ‘proconsul.’” (L. Boettner, The Inspiration of the 
Scriptures, p. 53.) 

The chronology, too, of the Bible is in bad shape. Prof. H.C. 
Alleman’s The Old Testament—a Study declares: “It is impos- 
sible to be dogmatic about Bible dates. The chronology of the 
Bible is not a matter of divine revelation.” (P.21.) Nor were the 
genealogical lists written by inspiration. Not even the genealogy 
of Jesus is reliable. Dr.P.E.Scherer said over the radio: “The 
genealogies [of Jesus] are not to be regarded as inspired docu- 
ments; they are included as ‘honest attempts to ascertain the 
truth.” (The Lutheran, Feb. 20, 1936.) And so the moderns, 
Reformed and Lutheran, liberal and conservative, cannot believe 
that the Scriptures are the infallible truth “also in those parts 
which treat of historical, geographical, and other secular matters.” 

These men charge the Bible with many errors on the authority 
of science, of common, lower science. And with many, many more 
errors on the authority of higher science. When men deal with 
facts, observe the phenomena of nature, etc., they are engaged 
in what we shall call lower science. But when they depart from 
the realm of observed facts and go into the realm of speculation, 
assume the right to pass judgment on things that lie beyond the 
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area of observation, we shall call that higher science. They call 
it, in effect, “higher” science; they pride themselves on the progress 
which the modern mind, trained in scientific methods, has made 
beyond the childlike age of man, when man was ready to believe 
almost anything. The modern “scientific” mind can no longer 
do that. 

And so the Modernist is compelled to charge the Bible with 
a lot of additional errors. His scientific mind cannot accept the 
miracles recorded in the Bible as facts. And therefore he can no 
longer believe in Verbal Inspiration. Let H.E. Fosdick speak in 
the name of higher science. He “used to think of inspiration as 
a procedure which produced a book guaranteed in all its parts 
against error.” “But all such ideas have become incredible in the 
face of the facts.” Here are the facts: “The modern mind finds 
itself in a cosmic system which is regular with a vengeance... . 
What happened to the idea of miracle when this onrush of inductive 
science overtook it is clear.... An ax-head might usually sink in 
water, but there was no reason why God should not make it float if 
He wished to do an extraordinary thing. It was surprising when He 
did it, but it presented no intellectual problem whatever. No laws 
were broken, because no laws were known. No Hebrew ever 
dreamed of such a thing as a mathematical formula of specific 
gravity in accordance with which an ax-head in water ought in- 
variably to sink. ... Without the slightest idea of laws to be sus- 
pended or broken, the writers of the Bible described the unusual 
activities of God and indiscriminately treated as miracles such things 
as the Red Sea held back by a wind and God’s restoration of sinners 
to His favor, resurrection from the dead, and God’s sending rain 
upon the soil, a fish swallowing a man, and the exaltation to safety 
of those who mourn.... When, then, one has said all that needs to 
be said about the new views of the Bible, about critical processes 
of study, how empty is the issue of it all if it does not liberate our 
minds free from handicaps, etc.... To be a Bible Christian, must 
we think, as some seem to suppose, that a fish swallowed a man, 
or that the sun and moon stood still at Joshua’s command, or that 
God sent she-bears to eat up children who were rude to a prophet, 
or that saints long dead arose and appeared in Jerusalem when 
our Lord was crucified?” (Op. cit., pp. 30, 136 f., 141, 181.)® 





3) One more quotation from Fosdick, to show what he is unable to 
believe and what he is able to believe: “There are some narratives of 
miracles in the Bible which I do not believe.... Joshua making the sun 
stand still may be poetry, and the story of Jonah and the great fish may 
be a parable. ... Certainly, I find some of the miracle-narratives of 
Scripture historically incredible.” (Op. cit., p.163f. Italics here and 
above our own.) Fosdick is able to believe that when the writer of 
Josh. 10:12 wrote: “Then spake Joshua,” etc., he did not mean to say 
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A. Harnack agrees with Fosdick and declares: “Miracles, of 
course, do not occur. That the earth once stood still in its course, 
that an ass spoke, that the tempest was stilled with one word, we 
do not believe that and never again shall believe it.” (See Lehre 
und Wehre, 49, p. 4.) The archbishop of York, W. Temple, agrees 
with Harnack and Fosdick: “Some have attached the divine 
guarantee to the actual statements contained in the Bible when 
literally understood. Because they accept the Bible as the Word 
of God, they regarded themselves as pledged to believe and to teach 
that the world was created out of nothing in a week or that strange 
astronomical occurrences took place in connection with the battle 
of Bethhoron.” (Revelation [1937], p. 102.) 

Dr. Delk agrees, in principle, with Dr. Fosdick. He says, in the 
Lutheran Quarterly: “The theologian must not only indicate the 
content and significance of any science and discipline as related 
to theology; he must know the processes and technique of such 
sciences in order to properly value and schematize the whole re- 
ligious problem. . .. He must know the few large conclusions 
of modern thought and so relate them to the fundamental and 
permanent elements of religion that his preaching shall be vital 
and addressed to his contemporaries in education and culture.” 
And applying the “scientific technique,” he must and will accept 
evolution, as Dr. Delk does, and reject the Bible account and cast 
away Verbal Inspiration, as Dr. Delk does. (See Lehre und Wehre, 
59, 146 ff.) Dr.A.T.Kantonen follows Dr. Delk in agreeing with 
Dr. Fosdick with respect to the functions of higher science. In his 
“Canned Theology” article (The Lutheran, Dec. 12, 1935, to Jan. 2, 
1936) he calls for “the application of scientific and historical 
methods to the study of the Bible,” for “a change in the method- 
ology of Lutheran scholarship,” and warns the Church against 
“holding to an erroneous pre-Kantian conception of truth as a 
static quantum.” “The Church needs to interpret the eternal 
verities in the terms of the age.” Drs.Kantonen and Delk and 
Fosdick, whose minds are trained in scientific methods, cannot 
possibly accept Verbal Inspiration. 

The Bible is in conflict with science, say the moderns, and, 
what is worse in their estimation, in conflict with higher criticism. 
True, the Bible is decidedly in conflict with higher criticism. And 
the devotees of higher criticism consider that the unpardonable 
error. How can those portions of the Bible be true which do not 
agree with the sacred pronouncements of higher criticism? And 





that Joshua actually spoke or that the sun actually stood still, but that 
he was writing a poem and hoping that in the last days a man would 
arise — Bm a be able to interpret the mysterious words “And the 
sun s s 
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how can any man who honestly believes in higher criticism believe 
in Verbal Inspiration? Christendom says: “Modern historical and 
literary criticism, not to mention modern ‘science’ generally, has 
rendered it (the Protestant dogma of the plenary verbal inspiration 
of holy scripture) increasingly untenable.” (I, No. 2, p. 242.) And 
Dr. Delk agrees. “Higher criticism has set theology free from that 
tyrannous literalism and false idea of inspiration which made all 
attempts at the adjustment of theology with modern thought in 
history, science, and philosophy either impious or revolutionary. 
. . . No theory of. verbal inspiration is any longer tenable.” (Lu- 
theran Quarterly, 1912, p.568.) Now, what do the higher critics 
and their disciples believe, teach, and confess? First, that many 
portions of Scripture were not written by the men whom Scripture 
names as the authors, but by men who, for purposes of their own, 
for good purposes, palmed them off upon the unsuspecting Church 
under the name of some great prophet. In plain language, some 
of the Biblical documents are forgeries. “Source-criticism” has 
established that. Moses wrote very little of what goes by the name 
of “the books of Moses.” For instance: “The functions of the 
Levites are recorded, in a late hymn of the tribes of Northern 
Israel, put by the authors of Deuteronomy into the mouth of 
Moses.” (H. L. Willett, op. cit., p.63.) The prophet Daniel did not 
write the book of the prophecy of Daniel. This book was not 
written at the time of the Babylonian Captivity. Prof. R. T. Stamm 
is incensed at those who “tear the book of Daniel out of its origin 
in the revolt of Judas the Maccabee against King Antiochus 
Epiphanes in 168 B.C.” (The Lutheran, July 3, 1940)* H.L. Wil- 
lett: “The Book of Daniel is often classed with the prophetic books 
by uncritical readers.... At the time of the Maccabean uprising 
the Book of Daniel seems to have appeared, whose purpose was to 
inspire the loyal with courage to persevere in their constancy until 
the dark days of persecution should cease and the tyrant should 
fall. This it was confidently expected would take place within 
an interval not too long to be endured. This measure of time, as 
in other apocalyptic works, was usually described as three years 
and a half.” (Op. cit., pp.114,119.) Willett has a chapter on “the 
Making and Remaking of the Old Testament.” Nor did St. Paul 
write all of the Pauline epistles. He did not write the Pastoral 
Letters. Prof.W.C.Berkemeyer writes in the New Testament 
Commentary, p. 581 f.: “We must conclude that behind the Pastoral 
Epistles and in them there is a genuine Pauline tradition. .. . 
They are sub-Pauline but based on genuine Pauline tradition. .. . 
It seemed legitimate in that age to put words on the lips of a man 





4) To be exact, an unidentified Jew took up his pen in January, 
164 B.C. to write this book. Kautzsch says so. 
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whose mind was being interpreted,” to practice a mild fraus pia. 
And did St. Mark write all of his gospel? Read the story of the 
making and remaking of this gospel in the Lutheran Church 
Quarterly, April, 1936, on “The ‘Cursing’ of the Fig-tree.” Jesus 
really did not curse the tree but simply “said in effect: Your 
usefulness is over, — the tree was dying. ... Those who got these 
original words of Jesus from the Twelve would repeat them to 
others, and so on down the years until some day some brother with 
the gift of insight, as he would probably put it, would sense a far 
more intimate connection between the words of Jesus and the 
death of the tree than had previously been thought of. For the 
first time it would seem to this person that the tree must have died 
not merely as Jesus saw and said as it would, but because He said 
it should, in short, because He cursed it.... This person must 
have left the resulting chaos just as he made it, without a thought 
of editing out the incongruities just as Mark would have done — 
and did.” 

Now, any one who accepts these theories of higher criticism as 
gospel-truth (Wellhausen’s documentary-historical-evolutionary 
theory or any later similar theories, also those covering the New 
Testament) cannot in good conscience accept Verbal Inspiration. 
He cannot have the Holy Ghost engage in forgeries. 

In the second place, the higher critics get their disciples to 
believe, teach, and confess that Holy Writ contains, both in its 
spurious and in its authentic sections, much that is fiction. Believ- 
ing that, they cannot believe Verbal Inspiration. They certainly 
cannot let the Holy Ghost present fiction to men as truth. And 
so the Rostock professor F. Buechsel, who tells us, “Der historisch 
Geschulte wird . . . legendaere Stuecke [in der Heiligen Schrift] 
feststellen,” cannot but conclude: “Der Gedanke der Inspiration 
von Worten muss aufgegeben werden.” (Op. cit., pp. 77, 115.) 

Name some of these legendary stories! (You need not mention 
the “miracle-myths.” We had plenty of that above.) Well, Abra- 
ham is a legendary figure. Adam and Eve, too. M.Jastrow, a 
Jewish critic, declares that the Biblical tradition is nothing more 
than an adapted form of specifically Babylonian folk-lore, that 
the episodes of Gen. 3 “all are pictures that belong to the naivest 
folk-lore period of primitive culture,” and Prof. H.C. Alleman, in 
The Old Testament—a Study, asks: “What is meant by ‘the 
Hebrew Tradition’?” and answers: “Consult M. Jastrow, Jr., 
Hebrew and Babylonian Tradition.”» J. M. Gibson: “The first 
form which is found in the history of the world’s literature is that 
of myth and legend. ... If we would only think ourselves back 





5) Read the article of Dr. W. A. Maier “The Old Testament at Get- 
tysburg,” in Conc. THEOL. Montuty, VI, p. 267 ff. 
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to the conditions of the olden time, so far from finding fault or 
suggesting difficulty, we should recognize the marvelous grace of 
God in so lifting up the best legendary literature of the world, 
such as the story of the Garden of Eden or of the Fall, as to make 
it the vehicle of high and pure revelation.” (The Inspiration and 
Authority of Holy Scripture, p. 157.) © 

Georgia Harkness states that “the majestic creation myth with 
which the Old Testament opens was written late in the priestly 
post-exilic era” (op. cit., p.140, and Christendom I, p. 492) and 
finds the account of the creation in Genesis to be the poetic expres- 
sion of some profounder or larger truth. 

Prof. T. A. Kantonen agrees with them. “Relying upon the 
theory of the verbal inspiration of the Bible, rejecting a priori 
the results of constructive historical criticism, the adherents of 
this approach have regarded the stories of the Temptation and 
the Fall as mere historical narratives rather than profound 
prophetic philosophy of history.” (The Luth. Church Quart., July, 
1935, p. 211.) ” 

Then, there are books in the Bible which are pure “fiction” — 
fiction in the sense of novels and romances. “Historical novels” 
is the term employed by Best (op. cit., p.91). Willett cails them 
“Biblical romances,” “works of fiction written with a definite bear- 
ing on current thought and intended to be tracts for the times.” 
“They are Ruth, Jonah, Esther.” “The Book of Jonah ... is given 
the mold of a novel. The Jonah of this book can hardly be called 
the hero of the narrative. Nor can he be described as the villain 
of the plot.... Perhaps it would be more accurate to say that he 
is the fool of the story, for his character appears as a foil for the 
real lesson of the book. ... The incidents of the storm, Jonah’s 
deliverance by the great fish, are perhaps intended as a symbol 
of Israel’s engulfment and restoration.” (Op. cit., pp. 59, 107, 110.) 





6) In the introduction to this book Principal Forsyth says: “Dr. Gib- 
son began in the old theory of inspiration, in which he would have re- 
mained had his been a metallic, inert, or mechanical mind,” had he not 
taken a course with the higher critics. 

7) Professor Kantonen discards the story of the Fall as unhistorical. 
Professor Nolde wants the pupil later to discard the scientific import of 
the creation story. They are still in the lowest grade of the school of 
higher criticism. The higher grades have learned to discard still more 
Bible-stories. Christendom is in the highest grade. We have quoted one 
sentence from its essay above. The full statement reads: “The account 
of the creation in Genesis, the Christmas-story of the Incarnation, the 
resurrection of the body of Christ, . . . the doctrine of the resurrection of 
the body, the doctrine of the Virgin Birth and the divinity of Christ, — 
all these conceptions, intended at first quite literally, have for many 
devout Christians today only a symbolic function. ... Hence they are 
still scrupulously retained, lovingly cherished, but considered as poetic 
expressions of some profounder or larger truth than that which their 
formulators realized.” 
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These findings of higher criticism being true, how can one still 
retain the doctrine of verbal inspiration? Even if the Holy Ghost 
would want to write historical romances, He could not attempt to 
palm them off as history. And so the modern man, as J.S. Whale 
puts it, has been freed from the prison-house of verbal infallibility. 
“It is no use shilly-shallying here; loyalty to truth in the shape of 
literary and historical criticism forbids it.” (The Christian An- 
swer, etc., p. 77.) 

The next section of the black-list enumerates the unfulfilled 
prophecies. Willett: “The hopes of the Book of Daniel were not 
realized in the manner anticipated. But they kept the faith of the 
people alive through days of peril and distress. And in that fact 
they proved their worth.” (Op. cit., p.125.) Baumgaertel-Rostock 
lists an even more serious case: “Die zentrale Weissagung, die 
messianische, hat sich nicht so erfuellt, wie die Propheten sie 
dachten. Die nationalen ueberspannten Erwartungen mancher 
prophetischer Worte, die als Gottesworte ausgegeben sind, traten 
nicht in Erfuellung.” (See W. Moeller, op. cit., p.26.) G.Adam 
Smith: “Isaiah’s forecast of Judah’s fate was therefore falsified by 
events,” “discredited by contemporary history.” Isaiah was a 
“visionary” (Modern Criticism and the Preaching of the Old Tes- 
tament, pp. 25, 140, 141). 

In some cases the prophets themselves recognized that they 
had been mistaken in their prophecies and revised and corrected 
them. Baumgaertel: “Hesekiel 26: Der Koenig von Babel wird 
Tyrus einnehmen. In Kap. 29 ist der Prophet zu einer Selbst- 
korrektur gezwungen: da die Einnahme nicht erfolgt ist, wird dem 
Nebukadnezar Aegypten als Ersatz in Aussicht gestellt.” (Op. cit., 
p. 25.) C.H.Dodd (Oxford) repeats Baumgaertel’s charge con- 
cerning Ezekiel: “Ezekiel withdrew his forecast of the fall of 
Tyre (Ezek. 26-28, 586 B.C.; 29:18,568 B.C.). Ezekiel’s dirge over 
Tyrus was indeed somewhat ‘previous,’ for Tyre was a flourishing 
city and continued to flourish for centuries after the prophet had 
predicted its doom.” “Jeremiah found his expectations in several 
points falsified.” Isaiah, too. This proves, says Dodd, that some of 
its (the Bible’s) greatest writers contemplate the possibility that 
they may be mistaken or even confess that in some points they 
have been mistaken.” And, believe it or not, Dodd even offers 
this as proof: “Jeremiah at one time wondered if he had really 
been deceived. Jer.20:7: ‘Thou hast deceived me, and I was 
deceived.’” (The Authority of the Bible, pp. 15, 65.) 

All of which proves, says Dodd (p.9) and Willett and Baum- 
gaertel and all the rest, that “no balanced mind” can hold the 
doctrine of verbal inspiration, the teaching that “every statement 
of Scripture, whether concerning the mysteries of the divine Being, 
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the processes of nature, or the facts of history, past or future, is 
exactly and literally true.” Can the Holy Ghost utter unfulfilled 
prophecies? Would He raise false hopes in the hearts of the perse- 
cuted Jews, just to tide them over their present afflictions? The 
anonymous writer of the so-called prophecy of Daniel might have 
had such an idea, but those who teach that the Book of Daniel was 
given by inspiration are charging the Holy Ghost with the com- 
mission of a fraus pia. 

Next we have the alleged misquotations. This black-list starts 
out with Matt.27:9: “spoken by Jeremy the prophet.” That is 
an error, the critics say. The reference should have been to 
Zechariah (11:12,13). Indeed, it is an error, says De Witt, due 
to a “lapse of memory.” “A simple lapse of memory, utterly 
unimportant,” but an error nevertheless (op. cit., p. 38). Heb. 10:5 
(“A body hast Thou prepared for Me”) and Ps. 40:6 (“Mine ears 
hast Thou opened”) are next put on the list and many other 
“inexact” quotations. It is charged that the writers were careless 
in these instances, or if they were careful, they suffered a lapsus 
memoriae. 

A variety of the case of misquotation is found in those instances 
where the writer wilfully misquoted. H.L. Willett: “In the text 
cited (1 Tim.5:18: “Thou shalt not muzzle the ox,” Deut. 25:4) 
Paul appears so anxious to enforce his teaching about the rights 
of Christian presbyters and evangelists, including himself, to share 
in the temporal blessings of their disciples that he treats the Old 
Testament text as though it had no application to the domestic 
creatures for whose benefit it was obviously intended and related 
only to the ministry of the Gospel.” (Christian Century, March 16, 
1938.) 

De Witt says this matter is unimportant, that is, for his theory 
of inspiration, but tells us plainly that it gives the death-blow to 
Verbal Inspiration. Introducing his chapter of misquotations and 
other inaccuracies, he says: “We have now reached the most 
ungracious part of our task —that of mentioning inaccuracies in 
the Bible which make it necessary to reconstruct the theory of 
inspiration as generally accepted. ... The definition referred to” 
(Verbal Inspiration) “as untenable claims absolute inerrancy for 
the whole.” (Loc. cit.)® K.F.A.Kahnis, one of the instigators of 





8) Even James Orr, who is for plenary inspiration, is ready to give 
up Verbal Inspiration, because “ ‘Verbal Inspiration’ in the result may be 
held to imply a literality in narratives, quotations, or reports of dis- 
courses which the facts, as we know them, do not warrant.” (Op. cit., 
p.210.) When he goes on to tell “the advocates of verbal inspiration” 
that “the end is gained if the meaning of the saying is preserved, though 
the precise form of words varies,” the warning cannot be meant for us. 
We hold with him that the precise form of words may vary. 
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the revolt, within the Lutheran Church, against Verbal Inspiration, 
puts it this way: “Is not that conception of inspiration which 
ascribes to the Holy Ghost . . . all these inaccurate quotations... 
derogatory of the Holy Ghost?” (See F. Pieper, Christliche Dog- 
matik,.I, p. 297.) 

To be sure, if the premise of Kahnis and De Witt and Willett 
is correct, the conclusion is inevitable. If a man is convinced that 
the writers of the New Testament were careless in quoting from 
the Old Testament or let their memory play them tricks or took 
liberties with the statements of the prophets, they could not have 
written by inspiration of God. The moderns believe that they are 
fighting for the honor of God in repudiating Verbal Inspiration. 
They say: You must not saddle the Holy Ghost with these glaring 
mistakes. 

The index errorum, finally, contains a list of alleged contradic- 
tions in the Bible. It is a long list. Ancient heathen writers, 
Celsus and Porphyry, worked on it. The infidels Voltaire and 
Paine and Ingersoll worked on it. The rationalist Lessing worked 
on it. And now the moderns have taken up the work. They are 
engaged in “a furious search for discrepancies.” 9» The more dis- 
crepancies they find; the better. For these discrepancies, Un- 
stimmigkeiten, contradictions, are the heavy artillery in the as- 
sault on Verbal Inspiration, the Panzerdivision, against which 
Verbal Inspiration cannot stand. “The Bible contains contradic- 
tions — this has been ever considered the weightiest and most 
serviceable objection against Verbal Inspiration. They say there 
are contradictions and there could be no contradictions if the Holy 
Ghost were the real author of the sacred books and had dictated 
every single word; the infallible Holy Ghost cannot contradict 
Himself, can He?” (A. Hoenecke, Ev.-Luth. Dogmatik, I, 367.) 
The moderns, by convincing themselves that the Bible contains con- 
tradictions, have convinced themselves that they cannot with a 
good conscience retain the old teaching of the Church on in- 
spiration. 

To cite a few instances, Baumgaertel proves his thesis “Die 
Inspirationslehre der alten Dogmatik ist unhaltbar” thus: “Die 
Sintflut dauert nach 1 Mos. 7:4 und 17 vierzig Tage, nach 7:24 be- 
traegt sie hundert und fuenfzig Tage.” (He adduces a lot of other 
proofs, but this will do for Baumgaertel.) H.L. Willett proves his 
statement that “the Bible is not an inerrant record” thus: “The 





9) That is Philippi’s phrase: “Die moderne Differenzjagd.” (See 
Pieper, op. cit., p. 291.) And it is Luther’s phrase. “Wiewohl die Historie 
denen, die sich befleissigen, dass sie allzugenau die widerwaertigen 
Sprueche in der Schrift klauben, deucht ganz verworren zu sein, wer- 
den sich doch christliche Leser leichtlich darein finden.” (II, p. 1024.) 
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Hebrew records waver between the statement that Moses wrote the 
words of the Law, Ex. 24:4; 32:28; Deut. 31:24, and insistence upon 
the fact that Jahve Himself wrote them, Ex. 34:12,18.” (Op. cit., 
pp. 67,318.) In his elaboration of the theme “The Mirage of 
Inerrancy” N.R. Best says that “the Bible-reader needs only to 
compare the twentieth chapter of Exodus with the fifth chapter of 
Deuteronomy and note the differences between the recital of the 
Ten Commandments in these two passages.” (Op. cit., p.72.) Later 
on he offers this: “An instance of the tireless zeal with which these 
rationalistic efforts!® are carried on is the labor that has been 
spent to explain how it happened that King Saul did not recognize 
the youth who fought Goliath if that youth, according to the letter 
of the history, had already been Saul’s favorite harper in his own 
court. The higher critic says: “Two traditions’— and lets it go 
at that.” (Op. cit., p.121.) 

Dr. G. A. Buttrick, President of the Federal Council for 1940, 
contributes this: “The second besetment was the discovery of 
contradictions in the Bible. These need not be pursued from Dan 
to Beersheba. If only one self-refutation is found, the doctrine 
of literal infallibility is slain and pursuit is needless.” Name one 
or two of these contradictions! “There are two accounts of crea- 
tion, and they do not agree. There are two accounts of David's 
census-taking: in the Book of Samuel we are told that God 
instructed him to number the people, and in the Chronicles, that 
Satan ‘moved’ him. ... In retrospect it seems incredible that the 
theory of literal inspiration could ever have been held.” (The 
Chr. Fact and Modern Doubt.) 

De Witt has this: “Such, too, is the discrepancy between Matt. 
20: 29,30 and Luke 18:35. In the former we have two blind men 
crying after Jesus as He went out from Jericho, in the latter, of one 
blind man as He drew nigh to that city. This makes it necessary 
to reconstruct the theory of inspiration as generally accepted.” 
“The difference between the gospels about the hour of crucifixion” 
also makes it necessary. Once more: “If error were impossible 
under the divine afflatus, we should not find the martyr Stephen, 
when ‘full of the Holy Ghost,’ making unconsciously at least two 
statements that contradict the Old Testament.” (Op. cit., pp. 37, 38, 
73.) —Kahnis points out the difference in the records of the insti- 
tution of the Lord’s Supper and declares that it would be derogatory 
to the Holy Ghost to make Him the author of these records. 





10) Best is charging the verbal-inspirationists with rationalism. “It 
may seem a jesting ‘tu quoque’ to say of the literally orthodox in Bible- 
studies that they are more inveterate rationalists than the higher critics, 
whom they so unanimously condemn.” We shall study this curious 
phenomenon in a later article. 
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The moderns make much of the difference in the wording of 
the inscription on the cross. One of them puts it thus: “The 
Fundamentalist asserts the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures. 
Permit me to remind the Fundamentalist that, while each of the 
four gospels cites the inscription on the cross, no two give it the 
same words. What, then, of verbal inspiration?” — The “contra- 
diction” between Acts 9:7 and Acts 22:9 also figures prominently 
in the list of errors. Saul’s companions heard the voice, and they 
did not hear the voice! (See L. Boettner, op. cit., p. 55.) And then 
there are the contradictions in the story of the resurrection! 
St. John, for instance, mentions only one woman going to the tomb. 
Matthew two, Mark three, Luke still more. Matthew and Mark 
speak of one angel, Luke and John two angels. Etc., etc. Lessing 
used to make much of these glaring contradictions. (See Lehre 
und Wehre, 32, p. 321.) 

The latest manifesto against Verbal Inspiration was issued by 
Dr. H.C. Alleman: “By the theory of verbal inspiration we are 
justified in expecting that we shall find no errors or contradictions 
or even any imperfections in what the Bible has to say concerning 
Christ and His ministry. ... There should be no discrepancies 
in the statements concerning the Savior. If He can be quoted as 
saying in John 10:35 (as the verbal inspirationists hold) that 
‘Scripture cannot be broken,’ and if that means that it is without 
error or contradiction, how are we to square this statement with 
those instances, particularly in the Sermon on the Mount, in which 
He deliberately breaks Scripture? For example, does not Matt. 
5:39 abrogate Ex. 21:24, and does not Mark 7:19 repeal Lev. 11?... 
It would seem that there should be no uncertainty as to when 
the Last Supper was celebrated, whether in connection with the 
Passover (the Synoptists) or at the weekly social-religious meal 
Kiddush (the fourth gospel). Matt. 21:7 says the disciples placed 
their garments upon them (the ass and the colt) and He sat on 
them. Does that mean that Jesus sat upon both animals? In Mark 
2:26 Jesus says that David got the showbread from Abiathar; 
according to 1 Sam. 21:1-6 it was from Abimelech. Matthew and 
Luke both correct Mark at this point by omitting the name. Neither 
of them thought that Mark was ‘errorless.’” (Luth. Church Quart., 
Oct., 1940, p. 356.) 1) 

The Biblical writers are even charged with holding opposing 
principles and teaching contradictory doctrines. H.L. Willett, for 
instance, finds “Jonah” in opposition to Ezekiel. “The book of 





11) A somewhat complete list of these “contradictions” is given in 
Lehre und Wehre, 39, pp. 33—273; Proceedings, Synodical Conference, 
1902, pp. 5—56; and in Dr. W. Arndt’s books Does the Bible Contradict 
Itself? and Bible Difficulties. 
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Jonah is a prophetic answer to the narrower nationalism of Ezekiel, 
Joel, and Esther. ... Ezekiel was a nationalist of pronounced 
views.” (Op. cit., pp. 59, 108.) And H.E. Fosdick contributes this: 
“For one thing, we are saved by it” (by discarding Verbal Inspira- 
tion and using the new approach to the Bible) “from the old and 
impossible attempt to harmonize the Bible with itself, to make it 
speak with unanimous voice, to resolve its conflicts and contra- 
dictions into a strained and artificial unity. ... Listen to Ecclesi- 
astes: “That which befalleth the sons of men befalleth beasts. .. . 
Man hath no preeminence above the beasts,’ Eccl. 9:4-6 and 3:19. 
And here is a passage from First Corinthians: “This mortal must 
put on immortality,’ etc., 1 Cor. 15:53-55. No ingenuity of exegesis 
ever can make those two agree. The fact is that at the beginning 
Hebrew religion had no hope of immortality.” (Op. cit., p. 24 f.) 
Things are in a bad shape in the Bible. It takes the “new 
approach,” higher criticism, to bring order into the confusion. 
“Higher criticism has explained the seeming contradictions and 
conflicts of Biblical statements which were in former periods the 
targets of captious and often successful attack.” (H. L. Willett, 
op. cit., p. 264.) Higher criticism explains for instance, as N. H. Best 
has told us, the baffling fact of Saul’s not recognizing David by the 
simple expedient of assuming “two traditions.” The baffling fact 
is not, of course, explained. The difficulty remains, but the fact 
of the contradiction is explained by assuming two sources and 
a high degree of inefficiency in the compiler. And the Holy Ghost 
is cleared of the charge of having made an incredible statement, 
which charge must stand, as long as Verbal Inspiration stands. 
And so, because of these mistakes and contradictions in the 
Bible, Verbal Inspiration must be cast out. Paine and Lessing and 
Alleman say with C.H.Dodd: “The theory of ‘verbal inspiration’ 
maintains that the entire corpus of Scripture consists of writings 
every word of which was directly ‘dictated’ by the Deity.... Any 
attempt to confront this theory of inspiration with the actual facts 
which meet us in the study of the Biblical documents leads at once 
to such patent confusions and contradictions that it is unprofitable 
to discuss it.” (Op. cit., p.35.) These men cannot believe in it, 
cannot teach it. Granted that the Bible contains many mistakes or 
even one mistake, verbal, plenary inspiration cannot be main- 
tained. We are here in full accord with them. “It is, of course, 
useless to contend that the sacred writers were infallible if in point 
of fact they err.” (C. Hodge, Systematic Theology, p. 169.) “So God 
once breathed through human lips upon a series of parchments 
which are called the Scriptures.... Wherefore it must have been 
inerrant truth, since it is unthinkable that God should breathe 
a lie.” (D.J. Burrell, Why I Believe the Bible, p.18.) The thesis 
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that, if the Bible contains mistakes, God cannot have inspired these 
portions of the Bible is absolutely true. And since Paine and 
Lessing and Alleman are convinced that the Bible is full of errors, 
they must reject Verbal Inspiration. James Brooks, in an ad- 
dress before theological students in 1880, declared: “The theory 
now so popular that the words of Scripture are not inspired has 
been invented to account for the supposed errors in the Bible. 
If you come to anything that does not agree with your ideas, 
you fall to this theory to the dishonor of God’s Word.” (See 
Lehre und Wehre, 57, p. 129; 32, p. 303.) Hugh M’Intosh raises 
the same charge: “The truth is, the reasons that led to the 
adoption of this theory” (which denies Verbal Inspiration) “were 
not originally derived from Scripture at all. They do not even 
profess to found it on direct, explicit passages. They were first 
used by the foes of the Christian faith— by the Rationalists and 
infidels — who, in their hostility to Christianity, seized eagerly 
upon the difficulties and discrepancies of Scripture.... Our new 
apologists, not seeing their way to meet these objections, and think- 
ing by mistake that, if they maintained the truthfulness, trust- 
worthiness, and divine authority of Scripture, they were logically 
bound to solve all these difficulties; and fancying that they could 
without loss and with much advantage yield this ground to the 
enemy, . . . therefore they abandoned the true Bible claim and 
surrendered to the foe the position that had for centuries been held 
so well.” (Is Christ Reliable and the Bible True? P.597.) And 
this serious charge is readily admitted by the foes of Verbal In- 
spiration. De Witt plainly told us: “The inaccuracies in the Bible 
make it necessary to reconstruct the theory of inspiration as gen- 
erally accepted.” Marcus Dods says: “The fact that those who 
record the sayings of our Lord greatly differ in their reports ap- 
pears to be incompatible with the idea of verbal inspiration” (see 
THEOL. MontHLY, 7, p. 257) — the theory of verbal inspiration must 
be reconstructed. Hans Rust insists: “Eine falsch beratene Theo- 
logie versuchte im 17. Jahrhundert dem fehlbaren Menschenwort 
der Bibel durch die Lehre von der woertlichen, ja buchstaeblichen 
Inspiration der Heiligen Schrift das Fragwuerdige zu nehmen und 
damit das Aergernis des fehlbaren Menschenwortes aus dem Wege 
zu raeumen. Man erklaerte kurzerhand, die Bibel koenne keine 
Irrtuemer enthalten” (Vom Aergernis des Menschenwortes in der 
Heiligen Schrift, p. 30) — that was ill-advised; we must get rid of 
this mistaken notion. H.E. Fosdick: “We used to think of inspira- 
tion as a procedure which produced a book guaranteed in all its 
parts against error.” But when one who “knows modern biology 
hears that, when a dead body touched the skeleton of Elisha and 
sprang to life again, or that after our Lord’s resurrection many of 
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the saints long deceased arose”; when one who “knows modern 
physics reads that light was created three days before the sun 
and that an ax-head floated when Elisha threw a stick into the 
water” (op. cit., pp. 30, 34); he feels the need of constructing a new 
theory of inspiration. Prof. J. Aberly, too, calls for a reconstruc- 
tion of the old doctrine. “I found that I could not meet these” 
(modern men) “by falling back on the claim that this Bible was 
the literal Word of God. ... It compels one to do what Dr. E. 
Stanley Jones found himself compelled to do, to shorten his lines 
of defense. He states that, when he went to India, he felt called 
on to defend the Bible from Genesis to Revelation, but he soon 
found it necessary to retire into the citadel and limit himself to 
Jesus Christ, and Him crucified. ... One may well ask the ques- 
tion whether men have not been repelled at times by a mishandling 
of the scriptures... .” (The Luth.Church Quart., April, 1935, 
p. 116 f.) 

When, therefore, E. Brunner feels that “we have to chisel off 
the incrustations of the past from the Bible” (The Word and the 
World, p. 102) and D.F. Forrester, that “the wheat must be sifted 
from the chaff and what is warped and ill balanced must be cor- 
rected” (The Living Church, Feb. 11, 1933), and H.C. Alleman, 
that “the pure Scriptures must be separated from their dregs and 
filth” (The Lutheran, Jan. 14, 1937), it is but natural that they call 
for a theory of inspiration which permits them to go ahead. And 
when they go ahead and chisel off the incrustations and junk one 
part of the Bible after the other, Dr. Willett commends “those 
devout and scholarly men who have labored nobly to disengage 
the Bible from the cerements of traditional views” (op. cit., p. 262). 

They feel that they are doing a good work and feel that it 
would be immoral if they retained Verbal Inspiration. Yes, 
immoral. E. Brunner says it would not be honest. “The orthodox 
doctrine of verbal inspiration has been finally destroyed. It is 
clear that there is no connection between it and scientific research 
and honesty.” (The Mediator, p. 105.) And J. A. W. Haas uses 
stronger terms. “The claims of a mechanically infallible Bible, 
verbally perfect, do not hold in the light of the facts. But facts 
cannot be set aside without injury to truth and damage to moral 
sincerity when they are clearly recognized.” (What Ought I to 
Believe, p. 29.) J.S. Whale uses similarly strong language: “It is 
no use shilly-shallying here; loyalty to truth in the shape of 
literary and historical criticism forbids it. A Christian knows 
that he has to serve God with the mind as well as with heart and 
will and that the obligation to be intelligent is itself a moral 
obligation.” (Op. cit., p. 77.) These men are so thoroughly con- 
vinced that the Bible is full of errors that they doubt the honesty 
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of those who refuse to find them. Kahnis charges them with lacking 
the sense of truth. “Dass sich in der Schrift Widersprueche finden, 
kann nur Mangel an Wahrheitssinn bestreiten.” (See W. Rohnert, 
Die Inspiration der Heiligen Schrift und ihre Bestreiter, p. 259.) 
Since, therefore, these men are honestly convinced that there are 
mistakes in the Bible, they are in conscience bound to fight the 
teaching of the verbal, plenary inspiration of the Bible. It would be 
immoral, on their part, to accept it. De Witt demands “if it be 
fairly proven that the inspiration of the Bible is a delusion,” that 
we face that fact “like honest men. There may be infinite peril 
in refusing to strengthen our position” (by discarding Verbal 
Inspiration) “if we find that which we have hitherto occupied to 
be no longer tenable” (op. cit., p. 13). V. Ferm is of the same 
mind. “The doctrine of the complete inerrancy of the Bible, upon 
which historic Lutheranism has built up a system of orthodoxy, 
can hardly, without a loss of intellectual integrity and vitality, 
be today maintained in the light of the historical method of under- 
standing the Scriptures.” (What is Lutheranism? p. 293.) And 
Johannes Haenel declares: “Den Vaetern war die Autoritaet der 
Schrift gestuetzt durch die Ueberzeugung, dass jedes Wort der 
Schrift den Verfassern von Gott diktiert sei. Bei gewissenhafter 
Wertung des Tatbestandes kann das nicht mehr gehalten werden.” 
(Das Wort Gottes und das Alte Testament, p. 9.) 

The moderns refuse to teach Verbal Inspiration for the addi- 
tional reason that it works great harm. On the last page of his 
book Fosdick asseverates: “From naive acceptance of the Bible 
as of equal credibility in all its parts because mechanically inerrant, 
I passed years ago to the shocking conviction that such traditional 
bibliolatry is false in fact and perilous in result.” Willett is equally 
emphatic: “No error has ever resulted in greater discredit to the 
Scriptures or injury to Christianity than that of attributing to the 
Bible such a miraculous origin and nature as to make it an in- 
fallible standard of morals and religion.” (Op. cit., p. 289.) 

In the first place, “let it be said in all seriousness that Lutheran 
exegesis will be seriously handicapped unless it abandons once and 
for all the unpsychological and mechanical theories of inspiration 
and unhistorical views of verbal inerrancy which the application of 
scientific and historical methods to the study of the Bible has 
rendered obsolete.” Prof.'T. A. Kantonen said this in his “Canned 
Theology” articles. He and The Lutheran (which published these 
articles) want more leeway in their exegesis. The Church would 
suffer great loss if science, etc., were deprived of the right to 
improve on Scripture. 

Again, Verbal Inspiration has forced many to turn their backs 
on Christianity. The complaint is that when men are told that 
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these “erroneous” statements of the Bible (including the “false” 
ethical standards of the Bible — which will be treated later), are 
God’s truth, they will inevitably become skeptical of all the teach- 
ings of the Bible. In connection with Verbal Inspiration and 
“theological obscurantism” Fosdick complains of “the intellectual 
stumbling-blocks over which many young people are falling when 
they read the Bible. ... We are paying for it in the loss of our 
more intelligent young people.” And he tells us of “educated lay- 
men” who complain: “We open the church-door on a land of 
topsyturvy where axes float, dry sticks change into serpents, and 
bedeviled swine run violently into the sea.” (Op. cit., pp. 53, 59, 61.) 
J.M.Gibson: “Take the utterances which trench on the domain 
of science,” insist that these utterances speak the truth, “and men 
like Tyndall and Huxley are forced into skepticism.” “A man is 
suddenly confronted with an array of Bible difficulties to which 
he cannot find any satisfactory answer.... Because there are some 
things in the Bible he cannot be quite sure of, he gives it all up.” 
“There are tens of thousands of people” in this case; they finally 
“reject the Bible as if it were waste paper and give up the Church 
of God as a discredited relic of the past.” (Op. cit., pp. 121, 169, 195.) 
Baumgaertel, too, would rather sacrifice Verbal Inspiration than 
call upon the men of learning to bring the required sacrifice. We 
heard him say: “It will not do to make allowance only for those 
who are deficient in intellectual training and to exact from the 
learned classes a sacrificium intellectus which they simply cannot 
bring. That bars them from the Church.” (See W. Moeller, op. cit., 
p. 36.) We must “shorten our line of defense,” J. Aberly told us, 
give up the teaching that “the very words of Scripture are the 
Word of God,” if we would gain men whose “Weltanschauung, or 
philosophical outlook, is different” (Luth. Church Quart., April, 
1935, p.116f.). When these men hear a sermon on the absolute 
inerrancy of Scripture, they are filled with alarm and fear for the 
welfare of the Church. Dr. E.H.Delk: “This idea of a verbal 
inspiration of Holy Scripture is more likely to close the ears of 
informed students of the Bible to Dr. Maier’s message than to win 
them to its revelation of God in the face of Jesus Christ.” (The 
Luth. Church Quart., 1936, p. 426.) E. Brunner sounds the alarm 
in these words: “The destruction of the dogma of Verbal Inspira- 
tion with its emphasis on an Infallible Book, by the modern 
process of research in natural and historical science inevitably 
carried away with it the whole Christian faith in revelation.” 
‘(The Mediator, p.34.) Dr.S.P. Cadman sounded the alarm in the 
Herald Tribune of New York thus: “The claim that the Scriptures 
are a perfect whole has wrought more mental distress and created 
more skepticism than any other dogma of Christian or Jewish 
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theology known to me.” (See The Presbyterian, July 12, 1928.) 
He makes the same statement in Answers to Every-day Questions, 
p. 253. De Witt implores us to cease and desist from such preach- 
ing: under such preaching “poor souls pass off into the outer 
darkness” (op. cit., p. 15). 

Such preaching is also harmful to ethics. C. E. Montague cites 
the very bad physics of the Bible bound on the modern mind by 
tradition and so vitiating the effect of its very good ethics. The 
disbeliefs generated by the physics have brought on skepticism as 
to the authoritative nature of the ethics. “I believe that it is not 
open to doubt that a large part of the immoralisms and confused 
egoisms of the day are due to the inevitable aftermath of a morality 
based on a divine power, faith in whose existence has been lost.” 
(See M.H.Krumbine, Ways of Believing, p. 42.) 

And still greater disaster is wrought. In the article “Ein 
oeffentliches Bekenntnis zur Inspiration der Heiligen Schrift in 
Deutschland” (Lehre und Wehre, 69, p. 297 ff.) Dr. Pieper writes: 
“The charge is made that those who still believe that Scripture 
is the infallible Word of God, and accordingly make Scripture the 
sole source and norm of the Christian doctrine, exert an evil 
influence on the Church.... This clinging to the words of Scrip- 
ture, or, as it is usually put, to ‘the letter of Scripture,’ engenders 
‘intellectualism,’ a mere head-Christianity, and hinders ‘living,’ 
‘warm-blooded,’ Christianity.” (See also Chr. Dogmatik, I, p. 317.) 
Yes, indeed, says O. L. Joseph in Ringing Realities (pp. 91 and 217), 
“if we are to escape the pitfall of barren intellectualism,” we must 
not “imprison the reason within a Chinese wall of traditionalism,” 
demanding a Bible which “is historically correct,” free from 
“errors,” and does not deal in “folk-lore” and relying upon “proof- 
texts” to establish doctrine. — What evils hath this dogma of Verbal 
Inspiration wrought! The moderns cannot help loathing and abhor- 
ring it. As W. Moeller puts it: “ ‘Verbal Inspiration’! The bare 
word sets our theologians a-trembling.” 

One more reason why the moderns abhor the doctrine of 
verbal inspiration, of the inerrancy of Scripture: they are con- 
vinced that Scripture does not teach this doctrine, and they will 
not have it foisted upon the Church. The Auburn Affirmation 
declares: “There is no assertion in Scripture that their writers 
were kept ‘from error.’” 12) It is surprising that Christian theo- 
logians should make such a statement, in the face of the 
many Scriptural statements to the contrary (2 Tim. 3:16; John 





12) The statement following this sentence comes under the heading: 
Harmfulness of Verbal Inspiration. “The doctrine of inerrancy, intended 
to enhance the authority of the Scriptures, in fact impairs their authority 
for faith and life and weakens the testimony of the Church.” 
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10:35; etc.); it is still more surprising that so many can agree 
with the Auburn Affirmation. Men have been able to convince 
themselves that the Scriptures do not claim inerrancy.!®) N.R. Best 
is able to say: “The demand for an inerrant Bible is an artificial 
stipulation which men would impose on the Spirit who has inspired 
the Scriptures, but which gets no recognition whatever within the 
Scriptures themselves.” (Op. cit., p. 96.) S.P.Cadman has found 
it possible to answer the question “Why do you think it incredible 
that God was not able to protect the inspiration of His chosen 
witnesses against mistakes?” thus: “Nowhere does the Book itself 
claim for the entire content of its literature what you assert in its 
behalf. ... It is a baseless assumption that every word of Holy 
Scripture must be regarded as practically infallible.” (Answers 
to Everyday Questions, p. 253.) C.H.Dodd can actually pen these 
words: “The Bible itself does not make any claim to infallible 
authority for all its parts.” (The Authority of the Bible, p. 14.) 
And when the United Lutheran Church of America found itself 
unable to accept “the doctrine known technically as ‘The Verbal 
Inspiration of the Bible’ ” and “its commission was unable to accept 
the statement .. . that the Scriptures are the infallible truth ‘also 
in those parts which treat of historical, geographical, and other 
secular matters’” (see above), it asserted in effect that the Bible 
does not teach it. That was asserted in so many words, for 
instance, by the Lutheran World, Nov. 19, 1903. Commenting on 
a statement of Lehre und Wehre: “Die Schrift lehrt klar, dass jedes 
Wort der Heiligen Schrift vom Heiligen Geiste eingegeben und 
darum untruegliche Wahrheit ist,” it said: “This strikes us as a case 
of orthodoxy overdone. The writer fails to cite passages in proof 
of the amazing statement that the Scriptures themselves teach 
that ‘every word’ contained in them is inspired by the Holy Ghost.” 
(See Lehre und Wehre, 50, p. 39.) 

Men who honestly believe that Scripture does not teach verbal, 
plenary inspiration are conscience-bound to protest against this 
teaching. And they couch their protest in strong language. 
Dr. J. H. Cotton, president-elect of the Presbyterian Theological 
Seminary of Chicago, declares that “the Bible is not ‘letter’ and 
that the Church’s doctrine of the infallible Bible is a heresy.” (See 
Conc. THeot. Montutiy, XI, p. 631.) The name for this heresy is 
“verbalism.” Let no man plague the Church with Verbal 


Inspiration! 


13) Recall the statement of M’Intosh: “The truth is, the reasons that 
led to the adoption of this theory were not originally derived from Scrip- 
ture at all. They do not even profess to found it on direct, explicit pas- 
sages.” But convinced that the Scriptures contain errors, they are driven 
to divest 2 Tim. 3:16 and John 10:35 of their real meaning. 
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This, then, is the situation: men are thanking God that he has 
delivered the Church from a fearful incubus. They are glad that 
they have been freed from “the naive acceptance of the Bible 
as inerrant” (Fosdick, see above) and thank God for the great 
progress theology has made: “When I came to the seminary years 
ago, I fully believed in the verbal inspiration of every book in the 
Bible. ... I fancy I had plenty of company in my jejune concep- 
tion and belief that the Bible in all its statements was inerrant... . 
What a change has been wrought in the sphere of New Testament 
scholarship during the last fifty years!” (E.H.Delk. See THEoL. 
MontTHLy, 7, p.172.) Now they can again look the world in the 
face! The world no longer looks upon them as obscurantists. And 
they are grateful to “those devout and scholarly men who have 
labored nobly to disengage the Bible from the cerements of tradi- 
tional views. ... The higher criticism has forever disposed of the 
fetish of a level Bible; it has destroyed the doctrine of verbal 
inspiration.” (Willett; see above.) 

W. Gussmann is thankful that the Lutheran Church in Ger- 
many, at least its leaders, no longer worships this fetish and only 
wishes that the Lutheran Church in America could enjoy the same 
good fortune. “The day of Verbal Inspiration has passed, and we 
shall have to tell our American brethren: We cannot turn the 
course of history backwards.” (Luth. Zeitblatt, Jan., 1924.) Voices 
from America assure him: We are with you! Dr. C. E. Wendell 
(Augustana Synod): “A stilted veneration for the Word betrays 
an inward weakness rather than a virile faith, and out of it proceeds 
a nervous anxiety to prove the ‘complete inerrancy’ of the Bible 
‘from cover to cover.’ This may be good Fundamentalism, but 
hardly good Lutheranism.” (What Is Lutheranism? P. 236.) 
Dr. P.E.Sherer has been warning the students at Gettysburg 
against this un-Lutheran Fundamentalism. He spoke to them of 
“the panic which resorts to such ineffective devices as Funda- 
mentalism with its untenable theory of verbal inspiration.” And 
the professor (R. T. Stamm) commended him for this timely 
warning. (See The Lutheran, June 9, 1937.) 

The revolt against Verbal Inspiration is gaining in force. 
Must we join it? TH. ENGELDER 

(To be continued) 
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Advent and Lent “Closed Seasons’? 


An outline submitted to, and adopted by, the Joint Pastoral Conference 
Detroit, Michigan 


Historical Background 

A. Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia under the caption “Tempus 
Clausum”: 

“A canonical term applied to those days on which noisy 
festivities, especially the merrymakings usually incidental to mar- 
riage, are not allowed. These prohibitions had their origin, in 
part at least, in the theories that governed the introduction of fasts. 
At quite an early period, prayer and continence were commended 
by way of preparation for a worthy observance of feast-days. 

“The Council of Trent” (1545—1563) “inaugurated a modified 
restriction in this matter and ruled (Session 24, chap. 10): ‘From 
the Advent of our Lord until the Day of Epiphany and from Ash 
Wednesday until the octave of Easter, inclusively, let the ancient 
prohibitions of nuptial celebrations be diligently observed by all.’ 

“Benedict XIV” (1740—1758) “amplified the prohibition, stat- 
ing: ‘Even during the times expressed marriage may be contracted 
before the parish priest; only the nuptial celebrations, feasts, 
escorting processions, AND CARNAL INTERCOURSE [capitals 
are ours] are forbidden. Thus it appears that so-called “quiet 
weddings” may take place in the prohibited season, though not 
without episcopal dispensation, save in so far as in extraordinary 
instances the priest is permitted to officiate at a marriage even 
without a dispensation.’ 

“The German Evangelical Church retained the forbidden 
season as a Catholic custom; and the Church orders of the 16th 
century also, to some extent, recognize the same expressly. But 
from the beginning both legislation [!] and usage produced great 
variations.” 

B. The Modern Papal Church in the New Catholic Dictionary, 
published in New York, says under the heading “Closed Times”: 

“The present code of laws” (dated 1919) “does not forbid 
a marriege mass at any time; it prohibits the nuptial blessing 
during Advent and on Christmas Day and during Lent and on 
Easter Sunday; but with the permission of the bishop the blessing 
may be given even during those times.” 


A. Dr. Walther The Lutheran Position 


In his Pastoraltheologie Dr. C. F. W. Walther says on page 241, 
Anmerkung 4: “Ob hier in Amerika die sogenannten geschlossenen 
Zeiten (tempora clausa), in welchen keine Aufgebote und Hoch- 
zeiten stattfinden sollen, naemlich die Advents- und Fastenzeit, 
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auch innezuhalten seien, ist, da diese Ordnung zwar Gottes Wort 
gemaess (1 Kor.7:5; Joel 2:16), jedoch nicht iuris divini ist, billig 
der Entscheidung der Gemeinde zu ueberlassen.” 

Note that there is no papal legislation here; no Tridentinum! 
The CONGREGATION (each local congregation) exercises supreme 
authority in matters that have not been instituted iuris divini (by 
divine Law), in other words, in matters of indifference (adiaphora). 

But what does Dr. Walther mean to say when he declares that 
this “Ordnung” is “zwar Gottes Wort gemaess”? He quotes 1 Cor. 
7:5 (the chapter on marriage): ‘“Defraud ye not one another” 
(“Entziehe sich nicht eins dem andern”) “except it be with consent 
for a time, that ye may give yourselves to fasting and prayer.” 
Plainly God’s Word recommends abstinence under certain cir- 
cumstances for the purpose of having those involved become con- 
ditioned for fasting and prayer (resp., more diligent and intensified 
prayer).— And the passage in Joel reads (2:16): “Gather the 
people, sanctify the congregation, assemble the elders, gather the 
children and those that suck breasts; let the bridegroom go forth 
of his chamber and the bride out of her closet.” The Weimar Bible 
remarks: “Stellet die Hochzeitsfreude fuer diesmal ab; lasset auch 
die Eheleute bei so grosser Gefahr der ehelichen Beiwohnung 
sich eine Zeitlang enthalten, dass sie zum Fasten und Beten 
Musse haben.” 

Note that both texts speak of marriage, more particularly of 
cohabitation of man and wife. They recommend continence at 
certain times, under unusual circumstances. Instead of making 
use of their liberty of cohabitation, children of God are to give 
their attention to fasting and prayer. 

Dr. Walther then quotes the Saechsische Generalartikel (A.D. 
1580): “Obwohl vermoege christlicher Freiheit bei den Christen 
ein Tag wie der andere [ist], Gal. 4, jedoch, weil ermeldete Zeit 
besonders auf die Buss- und Passionspredigt gerichtet [ist] und 
also alles seine Zeit hat, soll es nochmals durchaus bei dem 
gemeinen Brauch bleiben, dass die Hochzeiten und Wirtschaften 
auf eine andere Zeit geleget werden.” 


B. Dr. Fritz 


In his Pastoral Theology Prof. Fritz of Concordia Seminary, 
St. Louis, Mo., makes similar statements, though in an abbreviated 
form. On page 174, under the heading “Marriages during Lent,” 
the writer declares: “Since the Lenten season, as well as other 
seasons of the church-year, is not observed by divine law (iuris 
divini), there is no compelling reason why marriages should at 
such time not be solemnized. The custom to do so [i. e., to observe 
the special seasons] is, however, a good custom, which deserves 
to be encouraged, 1 Cor. 7:5; Joel 2:15, 16.” 
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Note that Prof. Fritz says nothing at all about “closed seasons.” 
He does not use the term in either language. He alludes to Advent 
only by way of inference. 


C. The Formula of Concord 


Under Affirmativa (Point 1) we read: “For settling also this 
controversy we unanimously believe, teach, and confess that the 
ceremonies or church rites which are neither commanded nor for- 
bidden in God’s Word but have been instituted alone for the sake 
of propriety and good order are in and of themselves no divine 
worship nor even a part of it. Matt.15:9: ‘In vain they do worship 
Me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.’ ”’ — Point 2: 
“We believe, teach, and confess that the congregation of God of 
every place and every time has the power, according to its cir- 
cumstances, to change such ceremonies in such manner as may 
be most useful and edifying to the congregation of God.” 

Under Negativa we read: “Accordingly, we reject and con- 
demn as wrong and contrary to God’s Word when it is taught 
(Point 1) ‘that human ordinances and institutions in the Church 
should be regarded as in themselves a divine worship or part of it.’” 
Point 2: “When ceremonies, ordinances, and institutions are 
violently forced upon the congregation of God as necessary, con- 
trary to its Christian liberty which it has in external things,” etc. 

Having now produced all the source material at hand, permit 
your essayist to submit the following 


By Way of Conclusion 

A. In the matter concerning “closed seasons” let us by all 
means and under all circumstances avoid every form of legalistic 
procedure and practice. 

What exegetical follies the rabbinical schools at the time of 
Christ committed with much ingenuity when they catalogued 
no less than 613 laws or lawlets in their study of the Ceremonial 
Law of Moses, 248 of an affirmative nature and 365 of a nega- 
tive nature! 

Note, by the way, the outstanding characteristic of legalists. 
They usually emphasize the element of negation: “Do not do this; 
do not do that; do not smoke; do not chew; do not drink; do not 
play cards or checkers on Sunday.” These people gloried in 
365 man-made laws of a negative nature and had only (!) 248 of 
a positive nature. Then observe the ridiculous procedure of these 
legalistic practitioners. There are exactly 613 Hebrew letters in 
the Decalog; consequently there must be exactly 613 rabbinical 
laws! To be sure, Rev. 22:18 applies also to such irreverent 
mutilations of the divine Word: “If any iman shall add unto these 
things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are written in this 
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Book”; and certainly also the other half of this fearful warning: 
“And if any man shall take away from the words of the book of 
this prophecy” (indeed, with every new man-made ordinance just 
that much more is taken away from the precious Gospel of salvation 
by faith, without the deeds of the Law), “God shall take away his 
part out of the Book of Life and out of the Holy City and from 
the things which are written in this Book.” 


B. Avoid the other extreme! Do not profane sacred days, 
seasons, and memories by running rough-shod over them, as though 
they represented nothing of value at all. There is such a thing 
as propriety, even in secular things. Why should it not be applied 
also in connection with the solemn seasons of Advent and Lent? 
Why not say to our people a sufficient number of weeks in advance 
(still better, by means of a process of training throughout the 
years): “Now that we are again, by the grace of God, approaching 
the sacred season of Advent (or Lent, as the case may be); now 
that we are preparing once more to contemplate in our house of 
worship and in our homes the redeeming love of God made manifest 
in the gift of His Son or (in the case of Lent) the sacrifice of the 
Son of God as our Substitute on the accursed tree of the cross, 
let us avoid all unnecessary noise and merrymaking! Let us rather 
permit the Holy Spirit to awaken and nurture thoughts of 


repentance and thus become properly prepared for these sacred 
festivals of the Church.” 


C. The disturbing or disquieting element in permitting church 
weddings during these sacred seasons is not the solemnization of 
the sacred act itself, but the celebration, the party, and, alas! the 
drinking to excess and dancing that frequently follow. Elaborate 
celebrations, especially during Lent, should be consistently dis- 
couraged, while what is sinful must be branded as such at all times. 
However, your essayist does not regard an ordinary Advent or 
Lenten season as extraordinary as that. Neither the Scriptures 
nor our confessional writings teach us to regard them as such, 
despite the predominant feature of repentance-preaching during 
those seasons. 


If marriages are requested (even church weddings) during 
Advent and Lent, your writer is willing to grant the request. 
However, when the announcement is made to the pastor, it is 
highly desirable that he speak a word of caution, in the Gospel 
manner, to be sure, reminding the applicants of the solemnity of 
the season and cautioning them to see to it that the celebration 
proceed in a quiet manner, befitting the season. But, having done 
this, your essayist is willing to let the so advised and thus cautioned 
parishioners make their own decision; for, after all, it is a matter 
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of personal piety that is involved rather than group piety. Away — 
let us say it again — with all legalistic methods and procedures! 

D. Regarding plays or rehearsals for plays your essayist has had 
no difficulty in persuading his young people to arrange their society 
calendar in such a way that they will not intrude the sacred 
seasons of Advent and Lent. 

E. Finally, the question as to the pertinency of the two Bible- 
texts quoted in support of observing these two seasons of the 
church-year as “closed seasons” (1 Cor. 7:5 and Joel 2:15, 16) must 
be looked into. Our Lutheran fathers, like Luther himself, 
retained to a certain extent the erstwhile universal Roman custom 
touching these seasons, considering it not commanded by God, but 
nevertheless wholesome. Marriage certainly is not sinful even 
during these sacred seasons; cohabitation of man and wife certainly 
is not sinful even during these sacred seasons; the solemnization 
of marriages certainly is not sinful even during these sacred 
seasons; the use of the church for the solemnization of marriages 
certainly is not sinful even during these sacred seasons. 

What, then, are we to make of 1 Cor.7:5 and Joel 2:15, 16? 
Let us look at these two texts once more. 

In both, the refraining from marital intercourse is spoken of 
as a measure aiding God’s children in becoming more fit for whole- 
souled prayer. In Joel 2:15, 16 a special calamity led to the 
injunction. Besides, it must not be overlooked that Joel belonged 
to the era of the Old Covenant. We may here think of the regula- 
tion issued by Moses at the time when the Law was given at Mount 
Sinai: “And ye men, come not at your wives,” Ex.19:15. In the 
days of the New Testament these passages cannot be invoked as 
containing a law we must follow. They should be looked upon, 
however, as giving us valuable hints. With respect to 1 Cor.7:5 
we must say that it submits advice, pure and simple. Thus a study 
of Joel 2:15, 16 and 1 Cor. 7:5 shows, on the one hand, why the 
fathers pointed to them, and, on the other hand, that they do not 
give us a law binding for us as to the observance of “closed 
seasons.” 

Advent and Lent ought to be regarded and observed as 
“closed seasons” by choice and not as if commanded by divine 
or ecclesiastical law; they ought to be regarded and observed 
as such only to the extent that the local congregation with its 
pastor has succeeded in persuading the parishioners to regard and 
observe them as such. 


Detroit, Mich. F. A. Koicu 








Sermon Study for Good Friday 


Sermon Study for Good Friday 
2 Cor. 5:14-21 


Over against the calumnies of his opponents and the misunder- 
standings of his beloved Corinthians, Paul defends in chaps. 1—7 
of his Second Letter to the Corinthians the sincerity of his purpose 
and the genuineness and glory of his apostolic calling. As the 
prophets of the Old Testament had been called mad fellows, 2 Kings 
9:11; Jer. 29:26f.; as Christ had been similarly stigmatized, Mark 
3:21, 22; John 7:20, so, in order to disparage Paul’s person and 
message, his opponents had charged him with being a madman, 
out of his senses, a visionary and deceiver. In v.13 Paul had 
assured his readers that, if he and Timothy, carried away by the 
power of the Gospel they proclaimed, might have seemed beside 
themselves, might have seemed overzealous, this was due only to 
their anxious desire to do full justice to God’s will and calling. 
If, on the other hand, they had been sober, “of sound under- 
standing” (Meyer), “keeping their wits” (Lenski), “sober-minded” 
(Exp. Gr. Test.), then they served only the interests of the Chris- 
tian congregation. Their God and their fellow-Christians were 
at all times uppermost in their minds in all their activities. Their 
own person was studiously relegated into the background. An 
example worthy of emulation for every pastor. 

And now Paul goes on to uncover the hidden well-spring of 
his and Timothy’s pastoral activities. Their love toward God and 
their fellow-men, manifested in their every word and deed, was 
but the natural fruit of their having come to know the all-powerful 
and overwhelming love Christ had manifested for them. In one 
of the most sublime passages written by his eloquent pen, Paul 
sings a hymn of praise to the grand work in which the Father and 
the Son shared, the reconciliation of sinners to God, sinners, chief 
among whom Paul confessed to be, 1 Tim. 1:13. 

For the love of Christ constraineth us, because we thus judge, 
that, if one died for all, then were all dead, v.14. The apostle 
proves his statement of v.13. It cannot be otherwise, for it is not 
a natural interest in our work, not self-glory nor pride or vain 
ambition that impels us to our duty. It is something far stronger, 
the love of Christ, that constrains us. The apostle evidently has 
Christ’s love to mankind in mind, not Paul’s love to Christ. That 
is in keeping with his consistent usage of the expressions, “the 
love of Christ” and “the love of God,” the genitive invariably being 
the subjective genitive, Christ’s or God’s love. It is also in keeping 
with the context in which Paul brings out Christ’s infinite love 
toward mankind, which Paul and Timothy have also experienced. 

This love of Christ constraineth us. vvéxew means to hold 
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together, to hold fast, to hold in one’s grip. Jesus was held in the 
grip of anguish at the thought of the sufferings awaiting Him, 
Luke 12:35. The word is used of persons in the clutches of sick- 
ness and pain, Mark 4:24; Luke 4:38; Acts 28:8; in the grasp 
of conflicting thoughts, Phil. 1:23. Paul and his fellow-worker were 
held fast, held captives, in the grip of the love of Christ. Compare 
the similar thought expressed by the apostle 1 Cor. 9:19-23. The 
power of the Gospel which reveals this heavenly love holds Paul 
in its grip, holds him captive, will not let him go. For him to live 
is Christ, Phil. 1:21; Gal. 2:20. And if his flesh rebels, he brings 
it into subjection to Christ’s Gospel, 1 Cor. 9:27; and if his reason 
objects, he brings into captivity every thought to the obedience of 
Christ, 2 Cor.10:5. The love of Christ which has apprehended him, 
- Phil. 3:12, has changed his entire life, Phil. 3:1-14, and holds him, 
the former rebel and bloody opponent of Christ, fast in its loving 
embrace. Oh, blessed apprehension, blessed captivity, to be held 
close by the love of Christ! 

“Because we thus judge,” Paul uses the aorist participle, which 
is best translated: Having come to the judgment. Keivew is here 
used in the sense of pronouncing a final judgment, or verdict, after 
having carefully looked into the matter, separated the specious 
arguments and allegations from the actual facts. His judgment is 
“that, if one died, then they all died.” “That,” dt, is best regarded 
as the recitative particle, introducing a statement like our quotes. 
We place the quotes and omit the “that.” “If” is omitted in the 
most and best manuscripts. Paul’s final verdict is very brief, but 
its very briefness makes it the more emphatic. “One died for all; 
then were all dead.” There can be no doubt who that one is. The 
apostle has only One in mind, the same whose love has completely 
taken possession of him. He is the One among thousand, Job 33:23; 
his own and only Christ; the God-man. This One died. The 
aorist states a historic fact, undeniable, irrefutable: Christ died. 
His death on the cross was a real death, the separation of body 
and soul; the body was laid in Joseph’s grave, the soulless, dead 
body of the Son of God. The soul returned to its Creator in 
heaven, the disembodied soul of the God-man. There is no fact 
better established than the actual death of Christ, a fact accepted 
by friend and foe, by the Roman judge and by the Roman soldiers, 
who would be held responsible if they had permitted a living Jesus 
to be returned to His friends after having been condemned to 
death by the Roman government, Matt. 27:50, 57-66; Mark 15:37-47; 
Luke 23:46-56; John 19:30-42. 

Christ died. Death is the wages of sin, Rom. 6:23, paid out 
to such as have disobeyed the Law of God. It is the penalty 
threatened by the holy God to transgressors of His commandments, 
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Gen. 2:17, and inflicted by His outraged justice upon all doers of 
iniquity, Gen. 3:17-19; Rom.5:12; 6:21. This wage of sin was 
paid out to Christ. Why? Why did the Holy One suffer the 
penalty provided for the unholy? The apostle at once tells us, 
“He died for all.” Before inquiring into the meaning of the prep- 
osition, let us determine what is meant by “all.” In his commen- 
tary Calvin simply ignores the “all.” All he has to say on this 
passage he states in two sentences: “We must carefully note here 
the purpose that Christ has died for us, so that we might die unto 
ourselves. We must note also the explanation that for us to die 
is to live unto Christ; or if you prefer it more fully, to renounce 
ourselves so that we live unto Christ.” Calvin substitutes “Christ 
has died for us” for the clear words of Paul, “Christ died for all.” 
He changes the clear words “all have died” into a sentence stating 
something altogether different: “so that we might die unto our- 
selves.” He adds “unto ourselves” and changes the past fact into 
a purpose to be accomplished in the future. That is doing violence 
to God’s Word. What Paul says is clear — Christ died for all. The 
article is purposely omitted, since the absence of the article forcibly 
brings out the qualitative force of “all.” It designates all as all, it 
stresses the “allness” of all. Any one included in the word “all” 
is included in the fact that Christ died for all. 

Now, what is the meaning of the preposition “for,” txée? The 
literal meaning is “over.” It has been the general custom to deny 
on linguistic grounds the possibility of translating ixéo “instead of,” 
“in the place of.” Yet during the last decades hundreds of papyri 
and ostraca have been found which clearly prove not only the 
possibility but the actual use of the preposition in this sense. 
Robertson, in his Grammar, lists a number of passages from classic 
literature and from the New Testament which demand this render- 
ing. Bauer, in the second edition of Preuschen’s Woerterbuch, lists 
Philem.13 and our passage as examples for the New Testament 
usage of txég in the sense of substitution, or vicarious action, so 
commonly found in the papyri. Without entering into detail here, 
let us state that there is no reason to depart from the old Lutheran 
interpretation which holds that txég in our passage denotes a 
vicarious death, particularly since the context makes this interpre- 
tation imperative, as we shall see. 

From the statement “One died for all” Paul draws the con- 
clusion: “Then were all dead.” The rendering of the Authorized 
Version is not accurate. The writer uses the same verb and the 
same tense in the second clause as in the first. Christ died for all, 
therefore, consequently, all died. The apostle states two historical 
facts, both lying in the past already in his day. There was a time 
when One died, and as a consequence all died at the same time 
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that One died. The wages of sin were paid out to all. All suffered 
the penalty of their wrong-doings, death, and that only because 
the One died for, in the stead of, all. The death of this One was a 
vicarious, substitutionary death, a death involving the death of all 
for whom He died. We note that, while in the first clause “all” is 
used without the article, the second clause inserts the article, He 
died for the all, pointing back to the all-comprehensive term “all” 
in the first clause. The same “all” for whom Christ died, the same 
all died as a consequence of His death. This death is therefore 
not a death merely on behalf of all, the exact manner in which it 
benefits all being unexpressed. The death of the One is not like 
the death of Arnold of Winkelried, who grasped the spears of a 
number of enemy soldiers, creating a breach in the seemingly 
impenetrable phalanx into which his comrades poured to gain the 
victory. They had not died when Arnold died. Nor is the death 
of the One who died for all merely an example, a lesson for all that 
death may be conquered by any one who bravely meets it or that 
any one who had led a virtuous life may calmly face death, know- 
ing that he will not perish forever. No, here was the death of One 
in whose death all men died. Every man, woman, and child, from 
Adam to the last-born in time, died when Christ died. At that 
moment God actually paid out the last penny of sin’s wages to 
every one for whom, as whose Substitute, Christ died. In the sight 
of God all men have suffered the penalty of their sin, death, with 
all that death involves. Full satisfaction for my sin, for your sin, 
was rendered to the outraged justice of God because you died and 
I died when the One died for all. 

Is, then, sin, after all, a small matter? May we continue to 
live in sin since we have already paid the penalty for our sin? 
Perish the thought! Just the opposite is true. 

And that he died for all that they which live should not hence- 
forth live unto themselves but unto Him which died for them and 
rose again, v.15. Note again the “all,” here again used without the 
article to stress the real nature of the term, its all-inclusiveness. 
The purpose which Christ had in mind when He died for all, when 
He and in Him all men suffered the full penalty for their sin, was 
not to earn permission for all to lead a life of sin and go unpunished. 
Paul continues, “And that he died for all that they which live 
should not henceforth live unto themselves but unto Him which 
died for them and rose again.” “That” is out of place. A new 
sentence begins. Note again the expressive use of the anarthrous 
“all.” Three times he distinctly states the universality of redemp- 
tion through the vicarious death of Christ. This time he very 
effectively repeats the statement in order to introduce the purpose 
of His dying. They which live, the living ones. The article before 
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the adjective points to a class, and this class is identical with those 
“all” for whom Christ died and who all are dead, have suffered the 
penalty of sin, in order that, while they are living ones, while they 
have life and breath, they may live not unto themselves. Their 
own selves are not to be the center of their thoughts, round which 
all their desires and hopes and activities revolve. Their lives, as 
long as they continue, are to be Christ-centered. Christ, the One 
who died for them, and this Christ alone, it is for whom they are 
to live, to whom they are to consecrate every breath, to whose 
loving service they are to surrender themselves, all their faculties, 
all their possessions, their body and soul. That is the purpose for 
which Christ died in their stead, so that in His death they all died. 
His purpose was not only that the believers should so live. His 
purpose goes much farther. His aim was to have all men, all that 
are living, to live no more for themselves but unto Him, their 
Savior. As He actually died for all and thus freed all from the 
penalty of death, so he died for all and rose again to sanctify all 
mankind, to bring them all to saving faith and enable them all 
to walk in holiness and good works. Cp. Ezek.33:11; 2 Pet. 3:9; 
1 Tim. 2:4. The argument that “for” in v.14 and 15a could not be 
taken in the sense of vicarious death, because in v. 15b the “for us” 
is governed by the two participles dying and risen, is not convincing. 
There is no reason why “for us,” “instead of us,” must be connected 
with risen. We translate, “Who died in our stead and rose again,” 
or, following the exact wording of the Greek text, “Who for us 
died and rose again.” ‘The “rose again” adds another fact to the 
“died for us,” proving the efficacy of His death. 

From the fact and the purpose of the vicarious death the 
apostle draws a conclusion, introducing it with “wherefore.” 
Wherefore henceforth know we no man after the flesh; yea, 
though we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now henceforth 
know we Him no more, v.6. The natural construction of this 
sentence, which has found so many different interpretations, is to 
combine “after the flesh” with “know” and “have known” and 
translate “to know, to have known, in a fleshly manner.” The 
position of “no one” and “Christ” makes this translation imperative 
and emphasizes the objects of fleshly knowledge. To connect 
“after the flesh” with Christ and find here a proof that Paul met 
with Christ while He lived on earth would force us to connect 
the prepositional phrase with “no one” in the first clause. And 
Paul certainly does not mean to say that since his conversion he 
knew no one living his life on earth. There had been a time, 
however, when his knowledge of Christ was a fleshly knowledge, 
a knowledge such as he describes in 1 Cor. 2:14; Rom.8:7a. Cp. 
Acts 9:1-4; 26:9 ff.; 1 Cor.15:8,9; 1 Tim.1:13. That state had’ 
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changed. He had known; the perfect here denotes a past state 
which has definitely ended. Cp. the use of the three perfects in 
2 Tim. 4:7. Now he knows Christ no longer in the manner of the 
flesh but in the manner of the spirit as his God and Savior. In like 
manner Paul and his associates have learned to view their fellow- 
men, all mankind. Carnal mind makes riches, honor, position, 
wisdom, perhaps also outward integrity, the criterion of its judg- 
ment of the value of man. In this fleshly manner Paul no longer 
knows any one. He looks at his fellow-men with the eyes of 
Christ. Cp. Matt. 11:25-28; 1 Cor.1:20-28. He has an altogether 
different way of judging and evaluating man. He sees in his 
fellow-men such as had been like himself redeemed in order that, 
like himself, they might live, and live not to themselves but in the 
service and to the glory of their blessed Redeemer. This change 
of his viewpoint is the direct consequence and outflow of the glori- 
ous fact that he knows Christ as one who had died for all. This 
knowledge has changed his whole being, his whole manner of 
thinking, of establishing values. 


Therefore, if any man be in Christ, he is a new creature; 
old things are passed away; behold, all things are new, v.17. 
From the fact that the knowledge of Christ had wrought so 
marvelous a change in him the apostle draws another conclusion. 
He generalizes his statement in v.16. He is not the only one 
that has experienced the power of Christ to revolutionize com- 
pletely the life of man. This selfsame Christ exercises the very 
same power and influence in every one whom He has appre- 
hended and drawn unto Himself in everlasting love. Note again 
the universality of Christ's work. In vv.14 and 15 the three 
“all” proved the universality of His redemption, and here “any 
man” emphasizes the universality of Christ’s willingness and 
power to change utterly those who have become His own through 
faith, Any man, as long as he is in Christ, is a new creature. 
Christ does not change the nature only of a certain class. His 
power is all-comprehensive. The self-righteous Pharisee as well 
as the sin-loving publican; the infant in the cradle as well as the 
mature man in the fulness of his strength or the old man standing 
on the brink of the grave; the man in the slums and in the gutter 
as well as he whose virtues and accomplishments are lauded to 
the skies,—all are included by the apostle in that brief word 
“any.” In Christ, having come to Him in faith, every one of them 
will become a new creature. 

Paul uses two very significant words. The Greek word xatvés 
denotes something “unprecedented, novel, unheard of.” (Thayer, 
Lexicon.) Cp. on this usage Mark 1:27; Acts 17:19; Rev. 2:17. 
The creations of modern science, changing coal into perfume and 
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oil and foodstuffs, the telephone, the radio, indeed seem miracles 
performed by the mind of man, new creations. Yet they are 
actually not creations in the true sense of the term. They are 
merely new combinations of elements, forces, and powers, new 
applications of the laws inherent in the realm of created things 
ready to be put into the service of man. But once a man is in 
Christ, he has, in the fullest sense of the term, become a new 
creature. Joining oneself to Christ is not like joining a society for 
ethical culture or improvement, which may effect a certain change 
in one’s views or manners. In joining oneself to Christ, that 
miracle whose very possibility was doubted by Nicodemus, is 
actually accomplished — man is born again. He becomes some- 
thing that he was not before, something that could not have been 
produced by rearranging his natural powers, aptitudes, or habits. 

Old things have passed away. The old nature, the old loves, 
fleshly valuations, doubts and questionings of one’s reason, all 
have gone, passed away, perished. The aorist denotes the actual 
fact. You have become new not only in a few things but in all 
things; new life, new affections, new values, new outlooks, new 
hopes, new comforts, essentially different from anything before 
experienced, have been created in a man who had been spiritually 
dead. Unheard of, unexpected, unsuspected as this change has 
been, it is nevertheless a blessed fact. This new creation is not 
one existing merely in the fancy, or imagination, of the believer, 
only to vanish in the course of time and leave him in gloom and 
despair. It is the direct outflow of the death of Jesus. (Note the 
two “so that” connecting vv.17 and 16 with v.15.) This is the 
thought now carried out in detail by the apostle. 

And all things are of God, who hath reconciled us to Himself 
by Jesus Christ and hath given to us the ministry of reconciliation, 
v.18. Paul places the article before “all,” the article pointing back 
and limiting “all things” to those just mentioned, all the new things. 
To make all things new requires power such as only God pos- 
sesses. — The apostle goes on to show what was necessary in order 
to make all things new. God is described as one who “hath 
reconciled us to Himself.” The aorist participle is constative. ‘The 
‘constative aorist’ just treats the act as a single whole, entirely 
irrespective of the parts or time involved.” (Robertson, Grammar, 
p. 832.) The word xataAkdoow “signifies 1) to exchange and 2) to 
reconcile, i. e., to reestablish friendly relations, no matter on which 
side the antagonism exists.” (Exp. Gr.Test.) The original relation 
between God and man, one of mutual love, had been disrupted 
by the fall of man, who had of his own free will joined himself to 
Satan and become God’s enemy, yet blamed God for his fall, 
Gen. 3:1-13. This enmity toward God is inherent in man from 
his conception. Gen. 8:21; Ps.51; Rom.8:7; John 3:5, 6. 
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Man’s sin changed also the attitude of God to man. In language 
that ought to preclude the possibility of misunderstanding, Scrip- 
ture tells us that man, the sinner, is an object of God’s anger and 
wrath, Ps. 90:7, the Hebrew word for wrath denoting fury, rage; 
Gesenius-Buhl: Wut. Cp. Rom. 1:18; 2:5, 8,9; Eph. 2:1, etc. Scrip- 
ture tells us that God hates not only sin, but the sinner also, 
Ps. 5:5;.11:5; Hos. 9:15. Paul calls the selfsame Jews whom God 
loved in accordance with His eternal decree of election objects of 
God’s hatred, because, and as long as, they refuse to accept the 
Gospel, Rom. 11:28. In the same sense Paul calls all men objects 
of God’s enmity before they were reconciled, Rom. 5:10. Of course, 
while man’s fury, rage, hatred, is sinful whenever directed against 
man, God’s hatred, enmity, rage, fury, is as holy and sinless as 
God Himself. This is the mystery which man will never under- 
stand, that God so loves the selfsame man He hates that He gives 
His own Son into death in order that He may love those whose 
enemy He was and, because man was a sinner, had to be. O mys- 
tery of love divine! 

Paul says that God “reconciled us unto Himself.” That was 
the only way in which a reconciliation between God and man could 
ever be effected. Man indeed was the offender, the sole cause of 
the mutual enmity. Man should have made the effort to establish 
a reconciliation. Man, however, had neither the inclination, Rom. 
8:7, nor the power, Ps. 49:7, 8, to reestablish the relation of peace 
and harmony once existing between God and man. Therefore the 
God of grace and mercy past understanding has done what was 
man’s duty but what man could not and would not undertake. God 
Himself has changed the relation of mutual enmity to one of peace 
and love as far as His relation to man is concerned. He reconciled 
us, says Paul.. He still is thinking of himself and Timothy, as he 
is still demonstrating why the love of Christ constrains them. 
What he says of himself and his coworker he will presently 
generalize. 

God reconciled “by Jesus Christ,” the anointed Savior. The 
reconciliation of man is God’s work, a demonstration of God’s great 
love toward His enemies. At the same time it is the glorious 
manifestation of the marvelous love of Jesus Christ, without whom 
there would have been no reconciliation, who was willing to carry 
out God’s plan with all it involved. For that purpose Christ died 
for all, vv. 14,15, :to bear the punishment which the punitive justice 
of God demanded and to procure that righteousness for man 
without which the mandatory justice of God could not be satisfied. 
This latter thought is brought out in the following verses. But 
before: he expands this thought, the apostle adds another proof 
for the unsurpassable love of God and Christ which constrains him 
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and his fellow-preachers. God has not only reconciled mankind, 
He has also given to them the ministry of reconciliation, that 
ministry, that glorious service of telling others of the reconciliation 
which God had brought about for themselves and for all the world, 
“the ministry which is devoted to reconciliation, which is the 
means of reconciliation for men, inasmuch as through this ministry 
reconciliation is preached to them and they are brought unto 
faith on the iaotiquov [propitiation], Jesus, which faith is the 
causa apprehendens of the reconciliation, Rom.3:25; compare 
diaxovia tis Sixaootvns, 2 Cor. 3:9.” (Meyer.) 

The two statements of v. 18 are explained in greater detail 
vv. 19-21: “reconciled us” in 19a, “hath given,” etc., in 19 b-21. 
The construction of jv and the three participles has been variously 
explained.* We prefer the construction suggested in Expositors’ 
Greek Testament. “The A. V. ‘God was in Christ, reconciling,’ etc., 
is not accurate; iv goes with both xatadidoowv and dépevoc.” The 
second participle, “not imputing,” etc., independent of jv, merely 
describes more fully the mode of the reconciliation. Both activities 
of God in Christ, the reconciliation and the non-imputation, are 
placed into the past by the imperfect jv. The imperfect and the 
two present participles denote durative action, both activities 
running contemporaneously; or if one prefers, the second participle 
is the descriptive participle, with greater emphasis on the descrip- 
tion than on the duration. The aorist xatoAAdEas in v.18 was 
constative. In v.19 Paul purposely uses a different tense, the 
periphrastic imperfect, which brings out very clearly that the 
reconciliation was not a work of a moment. It was a far more 
difficult work to redeem man than to create him. God in Christ 
was reconciling the world unto Himself in an activity which began 
at the moment of Christ’s conception in the womb of Mary and 
extended through all those years of humiliation and poverty, of 
persecution and shame, of pain and torment, of degradation and 
the agony of hell on the cross, and was not completed until Christ 
cried “It is finished.” That was the price paid by the Son of God 
in order that He might make the reconciliation of the world unto 
God possible, 1 Cor. 6:20; Rom. 5:6-8. Such love manifested by 
Christ constrained the apostle, v. 14. 

God in Christ was reconciling the world. The reconciliation 
that has taken place is an all-comprehensive one, embracing the 
world. In restricting the reconciliation to the elect and interpreting 





* For a full discussion of the various possibilities of construction and 
the proof that none of the various constructions permits us to understand 
this passage of the subjective reconciliation through faith, see “Objective 
Justification,” Dr. Theo. Engelder, Conc. Torot. Monrnatiy, Vol.IV, 1933, 
p. 564 ff., 664 ff. 





280 Sermon Study for Good Friday 


“the world” as including only the believers faithful to the end, 
Calvinism exactly reverses the meaning of this word. If Calvinism 
would exclude the elect from God’s reconciliation, it might point to 
passages where quite evidently the elect are excluded, where evi- 
dently only unbelievers are spoken of; e.g., John 17:14, 16, 25; 
2 Cor.7:10, etc. But, as already Calov observes, the word is not 
once used of the sum total of the elect. Whenever xdopos is used 
of man, it designates either the wicked, the unbelievers, or man- 
kind as such, the aggregate of human beings. The latter sense 
obtains in our passage. The whole world, believers and unbe- 
lievers, were reconciled by God in Christ. It is not dogmatic bias 
when the Lutheran Church insists on universal reconciliation. 
The clear words and the Biblical usage of the term xéon0s compel 
such an interpretation. 

“Not imputing.” This word was used by the LXX in trans- 
lating such Old Testament passages as Gen. 15:6; Ps. 32:2; 106:31, 
which speak of imputed righteousness and non-imputation of sin, 
the very subject treated by Paul in our passage. The Greek and 
the Hebrew words denote a reckoning, putting one’s account 
on either the credit or the debit side; to impute. God did not 
impute “their trespasses.” “Their” points back to “the world,” the 
latter designating mankind in its totality, while the two pronouns 
refer to all the individuals making up the world. “Trespasses”; 
the original denotes a falling beside, a lapse, a deviation. The 
term is not used to minimize the wickedness of sin or to imply 
that only minor faults, momentary lapses, sins of weakness, were 
not imputed. In Rom.5:13-20 the term (there rendered offense) 
is used interchangeably with sin and disobedience, and Paul states 
that one lapse of one man caused death to rule, v.17, and judg- 
ment to come upon all men unto damnation, v.18. The word in- 
cludes every lapse from righteousness, from the slightest evil 
thought to the most heinous crime. 


And now we are told that God was “not imputing their tres- 
passes unto them.” The present participle “not imputing” describes 
the non-imputation as contemporaneous with the reconciliation and 
therefore, like the latter, an act of God lying in the past. There 
was a time, already in the day of the apostle lying in the past, 
when the sins of all individuals that had lived, were living, and 
shall live on earth were not imputed to them. In other words, not 
one sin, great or small, ever committed by any man was laid to his 
charge, counted against him, written on the debit side of his 
account with God. How that was made possible was already 
indicated by the words “in Christ” in the first clause and will be 
further elucidated in v.21. Non-imputation of sins actually com- 
mitted, of sins that are their sins, is only a different expression for 
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forgiveness, or remission, of sins. God forgave, remitted, sin com- 
mitted by man by not placing these sins on the sinners’ account. 
Looking at the account of man, God saw nothing to rouse His 
anger. The debit side was blank. There were no longer any debts 
charged against man, and therefore there was no longer any occa- 
sion for wrath and hatred against man on the part of God. The 
mutual hatred and enmity existing between God and man had 
ceased, as far as God was concerned. Though man still is and 
remains God’s enemy until he has been made a new creature, v. 17, 
God has become his Friend. God is at peace with the world, with 
every individual. 

And hath committed unto us the Word of Reconciliation, v.19. 
We connect this participle with the words “God was in Christ, 
reconciling.” For the imperfect with the aorist participle, see 
Luke 23:19. déyevoc, having placed for Himself, for the execution 
of His purpose (cp. on this usage 1 Thess.5:9; 1 Tim.1:12), into 
our hands, in our possession, in our charge (cp. on this usage of év 
1 Pet.5:2) the Word of Reconciliation. The ministry of recon- 
ciliation is here defined as a ministry of the Word, the Word of 
Reconciliation, the Gospel. That is folly and foolishness to the 
unbelieving world, yet it is the only means, the only power given 
to the messengers of Christ, to carry out their ministry. And they 
need no more. For this is the word of a reconciliation wrought by 
the great God Himself, and He who has given to His preachers 
this Word stands behind this Word with all the omnipotence of 
His grace and love. Read 1 Cor.1.2. Paul and his fellow- 
preachers had experienced the power of this Word, and far from 
being dissatisfied with having been equipped with no greater power, 
the apostle glories in this gift and forges from its possession an 
unanswerable argument for the dignity of his ministry. This be- 
comes even more apparent as he continues. 

Now, then, we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God did 
beseech you by us; we pray you in Christ’s stead, be ye reconciled 
to God, v.20. “Now, then.” Since God has committed unto us the 
Word of Reconciliation, v. 19, cp. 18 c, therefore we are ambassadors 
for Christ. The verb xgeofevw occurs in the New Testament only 
here and in Eph.6:20. It means to be old and, since important 
offices were usually entrusted to older people, to be an elder, speci- 
fically an ambassador, a person commissioned by a ruler or a 
government as official representative in a foreign country. In Eph. 
6:20 Paul calls himself an ambassador for, ixée, the Gospel. There 
the preposition evidently cannot be understood in the vicarious 
sense. Paul is not an ambassador in the stead, but in the in- 
terest, in the service of, the Gospel. Yet that does not war- 
rant us to take the preposition in our passage in the same 
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sense as in Eph. 6:20. The situation is an altogether differ- 
ent one. In Eph.6 it is an object; in our verse, a person for 
whom the apostle is an ambassador. Paul is an ambassador for 
Christ, for the Gospel; but Paul’s relation to the two is different. 
In both cases it is “over” ixég, in the one case standing “over” the 
Gospel, protecting and serving the interests of the Gospel; in the 
other case, standing “over” Christ, so that people see not Christ, 
but only the ambassador, who is sent, not merely in the service and 
interest of his government but as its representative. In the person 
of his ambassador the President appears before the governing 
powers of the other countries. The ambassador takes the Presi- 
dent’s place. An insult to him in his ambassadorial office is 
resented by the President as a personal affront to himself and the 
country he represents. In this sense Paul is the ambassador for 
Christ. He is Christ’s representative on earth, serving not only on 
His behalf, in His interest, but in His place as preacher of the 
Gospel. That this is the sense of “for” is also evident from the 
explanatory clause added by Paul, “as though God did beseech 
you by us.” Note the interchange of “God” and “Christ.” Because 
God in Christ committed to Paul and his fellow-preachers the 
Word of Reconciliation, they are Christ’s ambassadors. Being 
Christ’s ambassadors, God beseeches. God beseeches through them. 
When they speak, they speak not only on behalf, in the interest of, 
God, but as men through whom God speaks, as men who speak in 
the place of God, as His representatives. Hearing: them, you hear 
God. Although one sees and hears only them, as ambassadors they 
stand “over” Christ, spokesmen of Him who invisibly stands behind 
them, whose cause they have made their own, even as, and just 
because, He made their cause His own. So they ask, beg, plead, 
beseech, in Christ’s stead, again ixég. “Be ye reconciled to God.” 
In this entire verse Paul does not state whom he and his asso- 
ciates are addressing. That plea describes their message wherever 
they go as the ambassadors for Christ, who has commissioned 
them, Matt. 28:19, 20, and particularly Paul, Acts 9:15; 26:14-18. 
Note the passive aorist, Be ye once for all reconciled. Men can 
do nothing to effect the reconciliation, nor need they. The recon- 
ciliation, the forgiveness of their sins, is an established fact, and 
God beseeches them to enter into that state of peace which God 
has created; to accept the non-imputation of their trespasses, the 
forgiveness of their sins, which God has provided in Christ and 
proclaims through His ambassadors; to cease their enmity toward 
God and so make the reconciliation which on the part of God took 
place at Christ’s death on Calvary a mutual one. The plea of the 
ambassadors is clothed in the form of a command. Cp. Acts 2:38; 
3:19; 17:30; Matt. 11:28; Luke 14:17. It is an expression of the 
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good and gracious will of God, whose firm and earnest will it is 
that all men come into the peace prepared by Him. And this plea 
is efficacious. It appropriates to man, the sinner, the enemy of 
God, that very reconciliation, that very forgiveness, which it 
offers to them and commands them to receive. Only if man con- 
tinues his enmity and refuses to be reconciled, will this sincere 
and efficacious plea be rendered ineffective. Strange, mysterious 
power of man to reject the mystery of love divine and what 
it offers! 

For He hath made Him to be sin for us who knew no sin that 
we might be made the righteousness of God in Him, v.21. The 
connection between v.20 and 21 is well determined by Calov: 
“The apostle states the reason why they ought to return into favor 
with God and explains in what manner and why God does not 
impute their sins to the world nor will impute them to the believers, 
because He has made Christ to be sin for us and in our stead by 
imputing our sin to Him who knew no sin.” “The one not knowing 
sin.” The pH does not, in distinction to ov, stress a subjective 
knowledge, as, e.g., the Expositor’s Greek Testament refers it to 
“God’s knowledge of this fact” (Christ’s sinlessness). In the New 
Testament pH is the usual negative with participles. There is no 
need to ask who this One not knowing sin is. There is but One. 
The apostle does not mean to say that Christ never had been con- 
scious of sin, which might admit the possibility of His having com- 
mitted an unknown fault, cp. Ps.19:12, nor that Christ had no 
knowledge whatsoever concerning sin. In the Sermon on the 
Mount He explains with greatest clarity that Law whereby is the 
knowledge of sin, Rom.3:20. Speaking through His prophets and 
apostles and during His lifetime speaking Himself, He paints the 
clearest picture ever presented to man of sin, its source and origin, 
its true nature, its wickedness, its dire consequences. Christ knew 
all about sin. And yet He knew not sin. The word know is here 
used, as so frequently in Holy Scripture, of a nosse cum affectu 
et effectu, a knowing affectionately and effectively. Christ and 
sin never entered into a relation of personal friendship and affec- 
tion. Much as sin tried to win Him over, there was no responsive 
chord in His heart answering to the lure and temptation of sin. 
Christ was and ever remained that bitter, irreconcilable enemy of 
sin promised in Gen. 3:15. He was from eternity the holy, sinless 
God. When He was conceived a true human being, Mary’s Son, 
He was that Holy Thing, Luke 1:35. Throughout His life He 
remained the One who knew not sin, Heb. 7:26; 1 Pet.1:19. Him 
the Lord made sin. Already in the Old Testament the sin-offering 
was invariably called nxn, sin, translated in the LXX usually 
neg Gpagtiac, but in several passages by the simple Gyuagtia, sin; 
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cp. Lev. 5:12; 6:25. In eating the sin-offering, the priests became 
bearers of the iniquities of the congregation for the purpose of 
making atonement for them before the Lord, Lev.10:17. The 
reason for this strange terminology and obligation lies in the fact 
that the sin of guilty man was transferred to the sacrificial animal 
by the symbolic laying on of hands, Lev.1:4; 3:2; 4:4; 16:21, 22. 
In this manner the sacrifice was made sin, and the priests eating 
the sin-offering ate, as it were, the sin of the people, made them 
their own, became bearers of other men’s sins, responsible for 
their atonement. 

In Christ these types were literally fulfilled. The Lord laid 
upon Him the iniquity of us all, Is.53:6. So completely did God 
make the sins of mankind Christ’s own that He numbered His 
Son, the obedient, righteous Servant, Is. 53:9 b, 11 b, with the trans- 
gressors, v.12, Mark 15:28; that God looked upon His well- 
beloved Son as sin, seeing in Him no longer the spotless God-man, 
seeing only the sin of the world, sin which He hated and on account 
of which the fierceness of God’s wrath and anger centered upon 
Him, who, being made sin was made a curse, Gal. 3:13, whom He 
forsook, Ps. 22:1, turning Him over to the torments of hell and 
the diabolic fury of Satan. And Christ, knowing no sin, willingly 
submitted to the will of the Father, since God’s will is Christ’s 
will. He willingly suffered Himself to be made sin, He felt the 
sin of the world, the guilt and burden of it as if it were His own. 
He prayed already in the word of prophecy, Ps. 40:12-15; He 
came to Jordan to be baptized with the baptism of repentance and 
remission of sin, Matt.3:13-15; Mark 1:4. He bore the penalty 
of man’s sin, Is. 53:3-5, though it oppressed and afflicted Him, v. 7, 
though it wrung from His agonized heart that anguished cry, 
Ps. 22:1; Mark 15:34. 

All this “for us,” ixég jv, standing over us. God took our 
guilt and placed it on His own Son, who as the Mediator of recon- 
ciliation lovingly, protectingly, stood over, ixée, us. All the wrath 
and punishment and damnation fell upon the Christ, who knew 
no sin, but who for love of mankind was with His own consent 
made sin for us, in our place. In the original “for us” stands in 
the center. On the one side Christ, the Son of God, knowing no 
sin; on the other side the God-man made sin. In the very center, 
connecting the two and explaining the seemingly irreconcilable 
facts, “FOR US,” the very heart of Christianity. 

Paul does not end by stating that Christ was made sin. He 
shows the blessed result of this strange act of God and ends in a 
climactic outburst of triumphant joy. Again we marvel at the 
skill with which the writer has formulated the sentence. “We” at 
the beginning, “Him” at the end. What a contrast! Sinful we, 
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sinless He; we, the unholy, He the only holy God! Yet the words 
in the center connect us with Him and Him with us. We are 
made the righteousness of God in Him. In the same manner as 
He was made sin, our sins being imputed to Him, laid on Him, 
reckoned to His account by the Lord, in the same manner in 
which, and at the same time when all this occurred we were 
made righteousness. Our sins, having been laid on Him, were 
no longer being imputed to us. His righteousness, which He who 
knew no sin and fulfilled all righteousness by His obedience unto 
death had procured for us, was counted our righteousness. 

That is the glorious message which Paul and Timothy pro- 
claim to all the world. Note that v.21 furnishes the motive for 
the plea “Be ye reconciled.” ‘This plea is directed to such as 
have not yet accepted the reconciliation, to unbelieving mankind. 
And they are simply told that all that is necessary for the recon- 
ciliation on the part of God has been done long ago. Paul here 
includes himself and his fellow-preachers with the great mass of 
mankind and, pointing to the cross on Calvary, tells all the world: 
There God has made Christ to be sin for us, for you and for me, 
that we, you and I, might be made the righteousness of God in 
Him. We have accepted that reconciliation. Oh, be ye also 
reconciled! 

As our lesson opens with the love of Christ toward us, so it 


ends with our righteousness in Him, Him alone. Why should 
not every sinner accept the reconciliation, so complete, so cheering, 
so transporting, accomplished by Him? Why should not the love 
of this Jesus constrain every man to love Him who died for all 
and henceforth to live no longer unto himself but unto Him who 
died for him and rose again? 





This text teaches us to understand the Mystery of Calvary 
as far as this is possible for finite mind. From various angles this 
mystery may be presented to the congregation. Paul Revealing 
to Us the Hidden Wisdom of Christ’s Suffering. 1) In Christ all 
died, v.14. 2) By Christ God has reconciled the world unto Him- 
self, vv. 18-21. 3) In Christ all things are become new, vv. 15-17.— 
The Love of Christ Constraineth Us: 1) To be reconciled unto God. 
Christ has redeemed us from the guilt, v.21, and penalty of sin, 
v.14. Therefore God no longer imputes sin but is reconciled to 
the world, v.19. This is proclaimed through the Gospel, vv. 19 b, 
20,21. Let us not despise its plea. Let us know Christ as our 
Savior, v.16 b, and be reconciled to God, v.20b. 2) To live unto 
Christ. In Christ we are new creatures, v.17, created by God 
through Jesus Christ, who by His Gospel brought us to faith, v. 18. 
Therefore let us heed the admonition vv.15,16a.—The Over- 
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whelming Love of Christ. 1) It has freed us from sin’s guilt, 
vv. 19-21, offering us this freedom in the Gospel, vv. 19b, 20. 
2) It has redeemed us from sin’s penalty, v.14. 3) It has delivered 
us from sin’s power, vv. 15-17, offering us this deliverance in the 
Gospel, v.18.— Christ Is All in All. 1) In Him we have been 
reconciled. 2) In Him God has established the Word of Recon- 
ciliation. 3) In Him we have been renewed. — Calvary’s Message: 
1) God is reconciled, therefore be ye reconciled. 2) Christ died 
for you, therefore live unto Him. 

The pastor might preach a series of seven Lenten sermons on 
this text. 1) V.14, The Miraculous Death of Christ. He died 
for all. We all have died. 2) V.15, The Purpose of Christ’s Death. 
We should live not unto ourselves. We should live unto Him. 
3) V.16, True Knowledge of Christ. Its nature, v.16b. Its effect, 
v.16a. 4) V.17, A Christian Is a New Creature. That is a glorious 
fact. That is possible only through Christ. 5) Vv.18,19, God 
Reconciled the World unto Himself. That is an actual reconcilia- 
tion. That is a universal reconciliation. 6) Vv.19b, 20, God has 
Committed unto Man the Word of Reconciliation. That is a glorious 
fact. Let us heed His plea. 7) Good Friday. V. 21, The Vicarious 
Atonement. Christ was made sin for us. We are made righteous- 
ness in Him. THEO. LAETSCH 


a 
— 





mT ~~ 
ni - 
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Palm Sunday 
Luke 19:29-40 

Today begins Holy Week in memory of the last days of Christ 
in the state of humiliation. The holy writers record every detail 
in the life of our Savior during these last days. 

Momentous days! They bring us ever nearer to the great day 
of the all-atoning sacrifice and to the day of triumphant victory 
over devil, death, and hell. Today’s text brings to our attention 
in a forceful manner that our Savior is not an ordinary man; 
that His going to Golgotha is not forced upon Him. He is the God- 
man who of His own free will lays down His life for our salvation. 


Behold Our King! 
1. He is the King of Power 2. He is the King of Grace 


1 
Vv. 29-31. The omniscient King commands, and everybody 
must obey. He knows where the colt is tied, vv. 32-34. His word 
is enough to make the owners yield. From afar He causes the 
strangers to obey. The owner’s question (v.33) shows that nothing 
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was prearranged between them and the Lord. It was the power 
of the King that made them yield. 

And riding on the colt, He was hailed as the King coming to 
His city, v.37. The multitude is seized with religious fervor, the 
path is strewn with garments and garlands, a shout of praise 
goes up, v.38. And that is the same multitude that six days later 
would howl the terrible, “Crucify Him.” But today they must hail 
Him as their King. He is the King of Power, the King of creation; 
He can, if it pleases Him, make even lifeless stones sing His 
praises, v. 40. 

Behold your King. That man Jesus, lowly and poor of appear- 
ance, being formed in the likeness of man, living in the fashion 
of man, is the King of Power. It is the almighty God who is on 
His way to fight for us, to free us from the power of the devil 
and of death. 

Saving the world is a superhuman task, but our King is 
equal to it; He is mighty to save, mighty to help. Our King is 
higher than the heavens. Rejoice, ye nations; rejoice, ye sin- 
ners, ye that are lost, ye that are weary and heavy laden! The 
mighty King Himself has come to rescue you. Satan is strong, 
death is fearful, mighty are the gates of hell, many and great are 
our sins; but behold your King; He is mightier than all your 
foes. The Stronger comes over the strong. 


2 


And this mighty King is also the King of Grace. He did not 
enter the city as a stern judge to condemn and to punish. True, 
the time would come when He would do just that, mete out 
retribution to the Jews for their mad unbelief and stubborn 
resistance. He foretold it this very day. He already saw the proud 
city in ruins, etc., vv. 43, 44. 

But He wept over the city, v.41. Today His heart swells 
with compassion. He comes as the King of Grace, with pardon 
for all sinners, to establish a time of grace, in which sinners can 
obtain pardon. He comes in the name of the Lord, v.38. He is 
the Son whose coming the Father had promised ever since man 
lost Paradise; who was pictured by word and example as the 
Savior, the Prince of Peace, the divine Helper. He now has 
come to do the bidding of the Father in perfect obedience. 

He is the King of Grace; therefore He goes forth uncom- 
plainingly to an ignominious death, to be crowned with the crown 
of thorns, to shed His holy precious blood. But every thorn in 
that crown is a gleaming jewel of love and every drop of His 
blood a priceless pearl of pardoning grace. 

And having thus prepared grace and every blessing for a 
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sinful world, He sends forth His messengers with the world-wide 
proclamation of peace in heaven, v.38. And this word of grace 
and peace is a power of God unto salvation. Through this Word 
and His sacraments He comes to us and makes us His own. 

Come, then, let us open wide the portals of our heart and 
joyfully receive our King of Grace. Come, let us adore Him. 
Jesus, to Thee will I live, to Thee will I die, Thine will I be now 
and forever. 

Behold our King, the King of Power and the King of Grace. 


H. J. Bouman 





Maundy Thursday 
Luke 22:7-20 
For a better understanding of the text a brief description of 
the Old Testament Passover should be given in the introduction. 
The Old Testament Passover has served its purpose; our real 
Passover is Christ, 1 Cor.5:7; He gives Himself to us in the 
Lord’s Supper. 


What does the Fact that Christ, Our Passover, Gives Himself to Us 
in the Lord’s Supper Teach Us? 

1. That He is our true Paschal Lamb. 

a) V.8. The Old Testament paschal lamb, a lamb without 
blemish, was originally slain in order that its blood, stricken on 
the door-posts, should be a token to the destroying angel to spare 
the children of Israel, Ex. 12:3-14. At the same time it was pre- 
figurative of the Paschal Lamb of the New Testament, 1 Cor. 5:7. 

b) Christ, who gives Himself to us in the Lord’s Supper, is 
the true Paschal Lamb, without spot and blemish (without any sin 
of His own), whose blood, sprinkled upon our hearts, by faith in 
Him, compels the “destroying angel,” the devil, to pass over, 
having no claim upon us, v.20; 1 John 1:7. 


2. That His one sacrifice offers an all-sufficient atonement. 


a) The paschal lamb of the Old Testament was repeatedly 
slain, Ex. 13:10. It was ever to be a reminder of the Lord’s deliver- 
ance of Israel from the Egyptian bondage and prefiguratively from 
the bondage of Satan and thus was to give assurance of en- 
trance into the heavenly Canaan. The Old Testament Passover 
had served its purpose when Christ, the true Paschal Lamb, had 
come, vv. 15, 16. 

b) Christ was slain but once, Heb. 10:14. In the Lord’s Supper 
He is not offered up again and again as an unbloody sacrifice for 
the sins of the living and the dead, as the Roman Catholic Church 
teaches. The Lord’s Supper is not a sacrifice but a supper, a feast, 
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in which Jesus offers the blessings of His one sacrifice on the cross. 
The Lord does not say, Offer My body as a sacrifice, but, “Take, 
eat, drink ye all of it,” vv.19,20; Matt. 26:26,27. By His one 
sacrifice Christ procured forgiveness for the sins of the whole 
world and offers Himself in the Sacrament as a pledge of such 
forgiveness. 


3. That we should often partake of our true Paschal Lamb in 
the Lord’s Supper. 


a) In order to derive the blessings of the Passover, the chil- 
dren of Israel had to partake of the paschal lamb (every year). 
It was to be not only a “memorial,” Ex. 12:14, but also a feast 
of communion between Jehovah and His Israelitish Church, Ezra 
6:19-22.— By faith in the Savior, of whom the passover lamb 
was a type, the blessings were received. 

b) In order to derive the blessings of the Lord’s Supper, we 
must partake of the body and blood of our Paschal Lamb. Earthly 
elements: bread and wine (“fruit of the vine,” v.18); heavenly 
elements: Christ’s body and blood, vv. 19,20. Both; not transub- 
stantiation. Oral, not only spiritual, eating and drinking. Christ’s 
body and blood offered in the Sacrament were given and shed for 
the remission of our sins, vv. 19,20; Matt. 26:26-28. In the Sacra- 
ment the Lord enters into close communion with us by giving us 
His body and blood in order to assure us of the blessings of His 
redemption. We should commune often for the strengthening of 
our faith. The Lord’s Supper is not restricted to an annual event, 
1 Cor.11:25. “This do,” says the Savior, v.19. (See preface to 
Luther’s Small Catechism.) The Christians of the early Church 
partook of the Sacrament daily during the days of persecution; 
weekly, was not uncommon. — “He is truly worthy and well pre- 
pared who has faith in these words,” etc. 

At the same time we are to do this in remembrance of 
our Savior’s work of redemption, glorifying His name, v.19; 
1 Cor. 11: 26. 


4. That we should, by partaking of our Paschal Lamb in the 
Lord’s Supper, give expression to Christian fellowship. 

a) The paschal lamb of the Old Testament was eaten in the 
family circle; households that were small joined with others. 
It was restricted to God’s people, v.14. At the same time it was a 
token by which the children of God were known to be separate 
from the children of this world, Ezra 6:21. 

b) Even so our partaking of the Lord’s Supper gives expres- 
sion to Christian fellowship, v.14; 1 Cor.10:17, to the fact that 
we are Christ’s disciples and united with our fellow-Christians 
in Christ. It also gives expression to our separation from the 


19 





290 Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 


world, our exodus from sin to serve our God and Savior; yes, 
by the Sacrament we receive new spiritual strength to fight the 
battle against sin. 

Let us thank our Savior for the Lord’s Supper, often with a 
penitent and believing heart receive His body and blood for the 
strengthening of our faith and of our Christian life, give expres- 
sion to our Christian fellowship, and show forth His death to the 
glory of His name, so that we may also in heaven be found at the 
marriage supper of the Lamb, vv. 16,18; Rev. 19:9. 

: J. H. C. Frrrz 





Good Friday 
Mark 15:33-39 
There are two aspects of the Good Friday story which must 
be kept in mind if a Christian would derive the greatest benefit 
from the contemplation of the various historical incidents which 
are recorded by the evangelists, in particulay those associated with 
the climax of the story, the account of the Savior’s death. On 
the one hand, we have here the most terrible arraignment of sin 
and its consequences, since the imputation of the sins of mankind 
to the world’s Redeemer caused Him the unfathomable tortures 
of the cross. On the other hand, we have, in the victorious con- 
clusion of the Savior’s Passion on Calvary, the climax of the 
Savior’s substitutionary work. When He exclaimed, “It is finished,” 
the actual redemption had been accomplished. 2 Cor. 5:18 ff. These 
two aspects in our text. 


The Two Most Profound Lessons of Good Friday 


1. The unspeakable depths of the Savior’s final humiliation 


2. The overwhelming impression made by the incidents attend- 
ing His death . 

In keeping with Old Testament prophecy (Pss. 22 and 69; 
Is.53) and with the Savior’s own prophetic statements, His state 
of humiliation reached its greatest depths on Calvary’s hill. (The 
story as told by the four evangelists.) 

Our text mentions in particular the scorn and derision of the 
Redeemer’s enemies. Although some of them at least must have 
been familiar with Aramaic, they pretended not to have under- 
stood the Savior’s cry. One of the scorners even made a great 
show at assisting the “culprit” by offering him a few drops of 
moisture on a sponge, vv. 35,36. That is the way of the so-called 
practical jokers against the Christian faith to this day. 

But a far deeper humiliation and far more mysterious than 
this contempt heaped upon Him by the rabble was the fact of the 





Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 291 


Savior’s rejection by the righteous God, vv. 33,34. He to whom 
the sin of the whole world had been imputed, Is. 53:4-6, had to 
endure the punishment which God had laid upon men, Ps. 69:4 b, 5. 
To be forsaken of God is equivalent to enduring the tortures of 
eternal damnation. To such unspeakable depths did the Savior 
have to sink in His work of atonement. 


2 


The lesson of the Savior’s perfect atonement is the sweetest 
Gospel. The almighty power of the Son of God enabled Him to 
carry His work to a successful conclusion. His sixth and His 
seventh word on the cross were not the utterances of a man who is 
obliged to yield because of exhaustion and weakness, but they 
are indications of the victory gained by Him in crushing the head 
of the Serpent, v. 37. 

The veil hanging before the Most Holy Place was symbolical 
of the entire Old Testament covenant, the covenant of the Law. 
It separated between the place where God revealed Himself and 
the ordinary people. Under the Old Covenant God dealt with 
His people, as a rule, only through priests. But now this restric- 
tion, this obstruction, has been removed, and all believers have 
direct access to the throne of grace. See Letter to the Hebrews, 
e.g., 10:19, 20. 

Such evidences of the deity of the Savior did not remain 
without their effect upon the people, as the evangelists relate, 
Matt. 27:51-53; Luke 23:48,49. The centurion but voiced what 
every one is bound to declare when he follows the gospel narra- 
tive of the Savior’s Great Passion, with its climax on Calvary, 
Gal. 2:20. P. E. KRETZMANN 





Easter Sunday 
Matt. 28:1-10 
Another Easter sun has risen in all its festive glory — but 
upon what a world! (Portray world conditions with a few bold 
strokes in the light of the most recent developments.) The world 
is writhing under the agonizing dominion of fear. Fear grips the 
hearts of men, dominates their thinking, and casts a deadening 
blight over their lives. Terrified by the present, they look into 
the future with dark forebodings, Luke 21:26; Lam. 3:47; Ps. 55:5. 
But it was for just such a world that the Easter Gospel was 
given; and the more dismal and disheartening the background of 


contemporary events, the more indispensable and glorious does 
this Gospel appear. 
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So today. “Mid the encircling gloom,” above the tumult and 
the shouting of the present crisis, we hear the voice of the 
Easter angel: 

“Fear Not!” 


1. “For Christ is risen” 2. “And He goeth before you” 


1 


A) Story of Easter morning up to v.6: “He is risen.” 

B) Since Christ rose from the dead, we, His disciples, need 
not fear, v.5; Rev. 1:17 b, 18. 

1) We need not fear death. By nature man does, for he 
knows that he cannot stand in the presence of God, 1 Cor. 15:56; 
Heb. 10:31; 12:29. At present death is reaping a rich harvest 
(in war-stricken areas: among the armed forces on land and sea 
and in the air; in bombed and burning cities; by famine, lack of 
shelter and epidemics; in our own country: by increasing acci- 
dents, sudden death, etc.). Truly, 1 Sam. 20:3. Yet we need not 
fear, for we have the risen Christ. His resurrection affixed the 
seal to the redemption completed for us by His death on the cross 
and assures us of the forgiveness of sins and eternal life. Thus 
death is transformed into the very gate of heaven, Rom. 4:25; 
John 14:19; 11:25f; 1 Cor.15:20; Heb. 2:15; 1 Cor. 15:55-57. 
Hence we need not fear death but can say: Luke 2:29f. 

2) We need not fear life. It is true, life may at times be more 
hazardous than death. To live rightly may require more courage 
and steadfastness than to die rightly. Hence many devout souls 
today are afraid of life, afraid of the future. Why? Because of 
world conditions, alarming symptoms in the life of the Church, 
and their own frailty. But such fear is needless, for we have the 
living Christ. Having risen from the dead, He lives forevermore, 
Rev. 1:18; Rom.6:9. He lives — 

a) As the King of the world, supreme, omniscient, omni- 
potent, Eph. 1:20-22a; Ps.110:1; John 21:17; Matt. 28:18; Heb. 
1:3. The world may be in confusion, war-torn, utterly hopeless, — 
“truth forever on the scaffold, wrong forever on the throne,” — 
yet the living and exalted Christ is in control. “Great earthquakes” 
may rock our civilization, v.2, yet: Hymn 524:2,5. Hence, “fear 
not,” Ps. 46:6 f. 

b) As the Head of the Church, Eph.1:22. The Church on 
earth may be rent by discord, despised by men, apparently weak 
and bungling, the victim of reverses and defeats, like the disciples 
in our text; yet: Matt.16:18b; Ps. 46:5. The Church is in the 
hands of the everliving Christ, who loves her, Eph. 5:25-27, and 
who will protect her, Rev.3:10; Eph.2:20. Hence, “fear not,” 
Hymn 276:3; 466: 4. 
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c) As the Shepherd and Bishop of our souls, 1 Pet. 2:25. True, 
we are sinful, frail, foolish. In addition, we are confronted with 
doubts, temptations, tribulations, even as were the early disciples. 
Our enemies are stronger than we are, Eph.6:20. Well might 
we lose heart. But the living Christ is on our side, Matt. 28:20 b. 
Thus we have comfort, help, and the assurance of victory, 2 Tim. 
1:12. Hymn 82:2. Hence, “fear not.” 

Recapitulation of Part 1. Hence the cheering voice of the 
Easter angel, v. 5a. . 

A) But the risen, living Christ is not to be removed from 
His disciples in His state of exaltation. The angel says, “He goeth 
before you,’ v.7b. They are to meet Him, vv. 9,10, to walk and 
commune with Him, Luke 24:15. Another reason why they ought 
not fear. 

B) This is part of our Easter comfort. In this chaotic, perilous 
world the living Christ is not far from us, secluded in a distant 
heaven, removed from the ways, problems, and heartaches of His 
people. Even since His ascension He is with us, Matt. 28:20; 18:20. 

1) He accompanies us on our way. This is not a figure of 
speech but reality, Acts 18:10a. “Closer is He than breathing, 
nearer than hand and feet.” (Describe what this means to us in 
various situations of life.) Hence, “fear not.” 

2) He “goeth before” us, v.7. We need not choose the way 
ourselves; for: Ps. 48:14; Is. 49:10. By His voice, the Gospel, He 
guides us, John 10:4; by His example He leads us on, John 13:15; 
1 Pet. 2:21. Thus we may journey through the perils of life and 
even through the valley of the shadow of death, Ps. 23:1,4; Rev. 
7:17. Hymn 218:9. Hence, “fear not,” but: Hymn 331. 


Conclusion. —' Thank God for this Easter Gospel. But remem- 
ber that its consolations belong only to those who truly “seek 


Jesus, which was crucified,” v.5, and who “worship Him,” v. 9. 
E. J. FRIEDRICH 





Easter Monday 

John 20:11-18 . 

The Easter-story is thrilling, beautiful; the Easter Festival © 
inspiring, memorable. But it is essential that the Easter Gospel 
set up in our hearts, by the working of the Holy Spirit, the con- 
viction that Christ in His resurrection has entered into a rela- 
tionship with us; and that this relationship is eternal. Easter 
means not merely the retelling of history; but it marks the estab- 
lishing of life in every Christian, Rom.6:4. It is not always easy 
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for the Christian to preserve this sense of relationship and fellow- 
ship with the risen Savior. That He is invisible, that He is spoken 
against, that problems and difficulties continue, may shake this 
sense of relationship. Our sermon is to make clear and strengthen 


Our Glorious Relationship to the Risen Savior 


1. We are sure that He is our Savior 
2. We are with Him in everlasting fellowship 


1 


As we meet Mary Magdalene, she still shares the ignorance 
of the disciples concerning the truth of the resurrection, v.9. She 
is sad, v.11; she assumes that death will hold Jesus, vv. 13, 15. 
But the Easter-message, made clear to her by the Savior Himself, 
brings about a glorious certainty. 


A) The certainty that He has made good His word. How 
revealing is Mary’s cry, “Rabboni!” ‘The Rabbi was the teacher. 
She had followed Him, knew His teaching. Suddenly there flashes 
through her mind that teaching, always bound up with the resur- 
rection, Matt.17:9; 20:19; suddenly she realizes that it has all 
been proved.—a) The promise of the resurrection has been ac- 
complished, John 2:19. It is the most startling promise; now 
that it stands, the rest does, too, 1 Cor. 15:14, 15. —b) The character 
and Word of Christ as a whole now becomes the object of the 
Christian’s trust and confession. That Word proves itself not fic- 
tion or merely interesting; it is now the power of life, Acts 2:31; 
4:33; Rom. 1:4. 


B) The certainty that He has completed our redemption. Mary 
knew from experience that Christ had come to do battle with 
Satan and his empire, Luke 8:2. She felt in her sadness that the 
fight was given up. But now there is new certainty.—a) The 
resurrection means forgiveness of sins, the stamp of approval of 
the heavenly Father upon the work of redemption, Rom. 4:25. 
Satan is not merely attacked but defeated. Sin is conquered, 
1 Cor. 15:17,55-57.—b) The resurrection of Christ means the 
resurrection also of the Christian. Christ’s solemn aim to be the 
Resurrection and the Life, John 11:25, is validated, 1 Cor. 15: 19-23. 


2 


The uniqueness of this text consists in the remarkable way 
in which it glorifies every Christian’s relationship with the risen 
Savior. Mary experienced the fulness of joy in finding and trusting 
the risen Savior; but an even greater joy was before her, and 
that is ours, too, the fellowship with Him. 
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A) This fellowship transcends even Mary’s experience on 
Easter Day.—a) She thought, in the first moment of her Easter 
faith, that the time had come of which Jesus spoke to His dis- 
ciples, that all things would be theirs, John 16:16-27. This evi- 
dently was her motive for a gesture of adoration, which Jesus 
stops. “Touch Me not.” His reason could not be that she was 
not to adore Him as God or that He did not wish to be so adored. 
Cf. Marcus Dods ad loc., Expositor’s Greek Testament. —b) Rather 
did Jesus use this means of correcting her faulty impression con- 
cerning the fellowship of the risen Savior with His Christians. 
It was not to be a tangible, fleshly, and physically determined 
relationship; not one via touch. The true relationship would be 
entered into with His ascension, v.17; that withdrawing of the 
visible form, while remaining ever present at the side of every 
Christian, that intimate union of the Christian with his Savior 
which is established by faith, engendered and strengthened and 
preserved through the Gospel. 


B) This is the glorious fellowship in which we stand with 
Christ after this Easter and forever.—a) The Ascension is past; 
the message of the redemption and resurrection has come to us; 
through the power of the Spirit the Word has brought us life in 
Christ. —b) Now the glories of this fellowship are to permeate 
our lives as Christians. Proceeding out of our faith in the risen 
Lord is to come a life lived in and for Christ Jesus, aware of His 
presence, trusting in Him for every need, growing in the capacity 
to serve Him and to suffer for Him, Phil. 3:8-14. He, the risen 
Savior, is the Head, we are the members, 1 Cor.6:14,15. That 
changes everything — and always for good! 

RicHarD R. CAEMMERER 





First Sunday after Easter 


Luke 24:36-47 


Christ issued from the grave with a celestial, spiritual body. 
Crowned with glory and majesty, He stood in the midst of His 
disciples and transformed them. 


The Risen Lord Transforms His Disciples 
He turns 
1. their sorrow into joy 2. their darkness into light 
3. their weakness into strength 


1 


The tragedy of Calvary had made tragic figures of Christ’s 
disciples. They wept and lamented, were fearful lest they had 
adhered ‘to an impostor. 
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But Christ arose and was now standing in their midst. Could 
it be He whom they knew to have died and to have been buried? 
Were they the victims of a delusion? Reproving them for their 
fears and doubts, Jesus asked them to behold His hands and feet 
and to recognize Him as Himself. Did He not have a body that 
can be handled? Has a spirit hands and feet, flesh and bones? 
And when they still believed not for joy and wonderment, — 
perhaps weighing within themselves whether a good fortune so 
immense might not turn out to be unreal, — Jesus ate before them. 
Recognizing Him, convinced of His resurrection, they became glad, 
v.41; John 20:20. 

However, their sins still plagued them, the consciousness of 
which had made them cringe before Him. He comforted them, 
vv. 46,47. This meant remission of sins for them, too, even as 
He had entered in among them with the greeting “Peace be 
unto you.” 

Christ’s suffering and death cannot be a matter of indifference 
to us either. A normal person can hardly help bewailing Jesus as 
He is being led to an ignominious and cruel death. However, we 
have a sorrow that lies much closer home, Luke 23:28. We are 
transgressors of God’s Law, subject to death and damnation, and 
share with all sinners the responsibility for the crucifixion of the 
Son of God. But the risen Savior convinces us likewise of His 


resurrection and comforts us, too, with the remission of sins, based 
on His name, His suffering and rising again. Rom. 4:24,25. This 
fits our trouble exactly and removes it. 


2 


There was a large blind spot in the disciples’ vision. Ex- 
tensive sections of Scripture, the most essential ones at that, were 
completely blacked out to their understanding. All references to 
Christ’s Passion and consequent resurrection were meaningless to 
them, Luke 18:31-34. Christ proceeded to show them from the 
Scriptures the necessity of His suffering and rising again on the 
third day. And when He showed them that according to the 
Scriptures remission of sins must be preached in His name, they 
understood the purpose of His resurrection to have been the 
achieving of that righteousness which is imputed to all believers. 
With the recognition of this truth the bright daylight of a full 
understanding broke upon them. Now, in addition to the great 
relief of an unbearable burden fallen from them and in addition 
to the supreme joy of knowing themselves restored to God’s favor, 
they had the satisfaction of understanding the Scriptures. 

The sum and substance of Scripture is Christ, who died for 
our sins according to the Scriptures and rose again and thus pro- 
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cured remission of sins for all nations. Knowing this, one may 
be ignorant of much Biblical lore and yet understand the Scrip- 
tures. Not understanding this, one may be a walking Bible 
cyclopedia and yet not know the Scriptures. This understanding 
the risen Lord renews and increases in His disciples and with it 
the heavenly wisdom which delights the heart and lights up the 
pages of the Bible. . 


Of this knowledge the earth shall be full as the waters cover 
the sea, Is.11:9. To bring this about was to be the task of the 
disciples, a pleasant assignment; for who would not be a bearer 
of joyful tidings? And of all glad news the gladdest and most 
salutary are “these things,” Rom. 10:15. 

It worked out thus in the life of the disciples. Before the 
resurrection of Jesus they were timid in confessing Him. But 
not long after Christ’s resurrection things began to happen. They 
preached Christ with leonine courage, Acts 4:33, to all nations, 
Rom. 1:8; 10:18. 

Repentance and remission of sins will ever be preached in 
Christ’s name. This, too, is written and will inevitably be ful- 
filled to the end of time. The preaching of the Gospel will never 
be silenced. All Christians must necessarily take a hand in this. 
True faith cannot but be actively interested in mission-work, 


Acts 4:20; 2 Cor. 4:13,14. S.S. Hymnal, 136:4; 318:1. 

Let us attend to, but also at, the preaching of the Gospel! 
As the disciples thus (vv. 34,35) spoke, Jesus stood in their midst, 
revealed Himself to them, and opened their understanding. Where 
Christians are gathered together in His name, He will turn their 
sorrow into joy, etc., Is. 61:3. Pau. G. BiIrRKMANN 





Second Sunday after Easter 
John 10:22-30 

The physical voice of Jesus was heard by friend and foe dur- 
ing His sojourn on earth. All mankind will hear the physical 
voice of Jesus on that great Day of Judgment. Some will tremble; 
the blessed will rejoice. Fanatics endeavor to hear the physical 
voice of Jesus now, in dreams, in trances, in the sighing breeze, 
in the roar of thunder. We Christians expect to hear that pleasant 
sound yonder in heaven. Until then we hear His voice as He 
speaks to us now. 

The Voice of Jesus 
1. It is the Word of God. 


The term “voice” is often used to denote official speaking 
and teaching, like the term “word.” Such teaching may be oral, 





298 Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 


in writing, by representation, by reproduction. Thus Jesus em- 
ploys the term here. If He referred to His physical voice only, 
we would not be His sheep. Some would confine His voice to 
the word which He spoke physically as emphasized in red-letter 
editions of the Bible. However, the Father endorses every word 
of the Son; the Son reiterates every word of the Father; the Holy 
Spirit has given by inspiration, and still preserves, the voice of 
Jesus. See v.30; Matt.17:5; Deut. 18:15,18; 2 Pet.1:16-21. The 
Father is God; the Son is God, v.30. The perpetuated voice of 
Jesus is the inspired Word of God, the Bible. 


The hearers of the voice of Jesus on the occasion of our text 
heard a reprimand and judgment, vv. 25, 26; and they heard words 
of grace, vv. 27-29. The voice of Jesus is the Law; cp. Matt. 5-7; 
chap. 23; but Jesus came primarily to preach the Gospel. While 
He is the Lawgiver and Judge, above all He is our Redeemer and 
Friend. His Word is supported by His works, v.25, by His acts 
of justice, by His acts of mercy. 

Since the voice of Jesus is the Word of God, it is as loud as 
the Church speaks it, reaches as far as the Church extends the 
Gospel, as polyglot as the Church, and it will speak to the end 
of time. Where it is not speaking, there confused voices spread 
confusion. (Context.) 

The doctrine of the prophetic office of Christ teaches how the 
voice of Jesus speaks today. 


Transitus: Hear ye Him, Matt. 15:5. 


2. It brings peace and blessedness, Luke 11:28. 


Christ’s voice speaks to be heard by man. Some do not hear 
it, except with prejudice, and to reject it. They hear and heed 
the voice of the flesh, of perverted reason, of the world, of Satan. 
The voice of Jesus as Lawgiver announces judgment on the un- 
believing, v.26b; 9:39 to 10:6. Jesus as the Savior calls those 
His sheep who hear gratefully to heed. The manner of hearing 
is indicated also by the Greek tense, vv. 27,28. The hearing of 
the voice of Jesus is the evidence and confession of our relation 
to Christ, v.27a; John 18:37. Do you love and heed the voice 
of Jesus? 


Believing hearers of Christ are comforted and made happy by 
Christ’s affectionate and effective knowledge of them, by the 
present possession and future enjoyment of eternal life; by deliv- 
erance from perdition, by divine protection and safety, vv. 27-29. 

The voice of Jesus is calling today, instructing, encouraging, 
preserving, comforting, 2 Tim.3:15-17. Guided by His voice, let 
us follow Him. G. H. SmuKab 
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An Interesting Testimony of the “Fathers” 


The following paragraphs are taken from the preface of Lehre und 
Wehre of 1876. The Vorwort of that year was written by Professor 
Martin Guenther and touches upon some points of importance which are 
again engaging the attention of Lutheran pastors in America today. 
We quote in a translation which is as exact as possible without becoming 
un-English: 

“Another reproach which is brought against us is that accusing us 
of fanaticism and sectarian conduct. There are many points which our 
opponents here allege, but in part they do not strike us, and in part 
they are not a proof of fanaticism on our part but a testimony in 
our favor.... 

“As for the doctrine of Antichrist, we do not believe that it is 
a primary article of faith, without a knowledge of which one could 
not come to the knowledge of saving faith, such as the doctrine of 
Christ or of redemption; nor do we regard it as a secondary article of 
faith but as a dogma, as a proposition of belief. Cp. Quenstedt, Theol. 
Did.-pol., IV, c. 16, s. 2, p. 1688. 

“But the fact that this doctrine of the Roman Pope as the Antichrist 
in the proper sense is neither a primary nor a secondary article of 
faith does not detract from its high importance. It is to be regarded 
as important even on this account, that it is clearly revealed in the 
Word of God. It is not merely a conclusion out of history, but out 
of Scripture as it was fulfilled in history (nicht nur aus der Geschichte, 
sondern aus der geschichtlich erfuellten Schrift). The marks of Anti- 
christ are exactly indicated in Scripture. All these characteristics are 
found only in the Pope of Rome, and that perfectly, so that it is not 
necessary for Scripture to say expressis verbis, The Pope is the Anti- 
christ! Did not Jesus of Nazareth have to be recognized as the true 
Messiah by the fact that in Him all the characteristics were found which 
the Messiah was to have according to the Old Testament prophecies, since 
God did not desire to call down from heaven to every individual, ‘This 
is My beloved Son.’ Before there was an Antichrist in the true sense 
of the word, it was not necessary for men to know that there was one 
and who he was. But when Antichrist actually appeared, the Church of 
God realized at once that it was the Pope of Rome, and Luther and the 
ancient theologians proved with great power that all the prophecies 
of Scripture concerning Antichrist were literally fulfilled in the Pope. 
Dannhauer says correctly: ‘Either no Antichrist will come, or it is he 
who presides at Rome, whom all the characteristics fit.’ L.Consc., I, 536. 

“This doctrine is important also for the reason that Antichrist is so 
dangerous. It has indeed been remarked that the expression ‘man of 
sin’ does not fit the Pope. And yet there is no expression which more 
fittingly characterizes the Pope than just this one. Against the holy 
Gospel, which is’ to cancel our sins, he rages with all his might; he 
everywhere creates sin and plunges into sin, as he himself is full of 
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sins. Can there be a more horrible sin than that of persecuting and 
execrating the Gospel of the free grace of God, of the merit of Christ, and 
of the faith in Him? All the activity of the Pope is against Christ; 
he is the greatest enemy of Christ, although he still uses the name of 
Christ. It is this fact that makes him so dangerous. And it is truly 
nothing but the craft of the evil Foe that he causes man to deny not 
only his own existence but also the existence of his most active ally 
against Christ. Spener writes: ‘This truth and matter, namely, that 
the Pope at Rome is the Antichrist, we are diligently to note.... This 
article is one which our Church in the Smalcald Articles has expressly 
confessed, and we may not give up this truth. And I on my part regard 
it as certain: Any one who does not recognize the kingdom of the Pope 
as the kingdom of Antichrist does himself not yet stand so firm that 
he may not by the one or the other deception be seduced into it; but 
he who holds this conviction in his heart will be pretty well fortified 
against apostasy.’ (Reformat.-Pred., 1687.) 

“And, finally, we should make ourselves guilty of the most shameful 
ingratitude over against the blessings of Luther’s Reformation, by which 
the Antichrist was fully unmasked and the doctrine concerning him 
brought to the proper clearness, if we should not adhere to this doctrine; 
we should not be worthy of enjoying even the slightest blessing of the 
Reformation if we would not receive also this blessing gratefully. .. . 

“This also we must definitely deny, when we are reproached, in 
order to accuse us of fanaticism, of making use of unchristian, quarrel- 
some, proud polemics, which presumes to judge motives (herzens- 
richterisch).... 

“Nor is that true when we are accused of declaring even such as 
heretics as err from weakness. For what does it mean to declare a person 
a heretic? It means to label him as a person who errs against the 
foundation of faith and deliberately adheres to, and propagates, his 
error. Have we ever regarded such as err from weakness in this way 
or treated them so? Never. What is said in the preface to the Christian 
Book of Concord with regard to the ‘condemnations, censures, and 
rejections of godless doctrines,’ namely, that ‘it is in no way our design 
and purpose to condemn those men who err from a certain simplicity 
of mind but are not blasphemers against the truth of the heavenly 
doctrine,’ but ‘that it has been our intention and disposition in this 
manner openly to censure and condemn only the fanatical opinions and 
their obstinate and blasphemous teachers’ (Trigl., 19), that is also our 
' confession, and we have always acted accordingly. In the preface to 
the 14th volume of this periodical the declaration was made: ‘Nor do we 
wish to say this, that no distinction is to be made among the members 
of the Church and that from them all an equally correct judgment must 
be demanded also with regard to such points of the doctrinal content of 
the Bible as do not belong to its dogmatic foundation. It may very well 
happen that a simple Christian, because he is not able to see the 
correctness and the necessity of a certain conclusion, will deny even 
a secondary fundamental doctrine till his death, and yet one could not, 
on account of this persistent denial or only on account of his adherence 
to a secondary fundamental error, exclude him from the fellowship of 
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the Church as a heretic. How much more will this be the case with 
reference to such points of faith as do not at all belong to the funda- 
mental articles of the Christian faith! ... This is true indeed in par- 
ticular of laymen who are in error, since such errorists as desire to teach 
others must on the whole be judged differently. That those who love 
a false peace consider some of those whom we attack as weak Christians 
will hardly decide the matter. These people themselves will hardly 
want to be regarded thus. And we are certainly not under obligation, 
by any commandment of the Lord, to call such men ‘dear brethren’ as, in 
spite of one or more admonitions, turn away from the truth. But those 
who really erred from weakness we have always borne with patience. 

“Therefore we must also reject as untrue the accusation which, 
in order to stamp us as fanatics, is raised against us that we acknowl- 
edge only such an organization as a true Church as is fully cor- 
rect in doctrine. For if we practice patience against individuals who 
are weak, why should we not act in the same manner with regard to 
entire organizations? ... We have always held that it is much more 
important that the right spirit rule in an organization than that every 
doctrine should be presented in the most correct manner. Where, in 
spite of the correct presentation of the truth, a false spirit rules, there 
pride, the mother of all heresies, rules; but where the right spirit rules 
and the right doctrine of justification is in force, there the false 
doctrine will gradually be consumed. Therefore the preface referred 
to above declared: ‘We definitely do not want to say, when in a church 
organization any error still has sway which does not subvert the founda- 
tion of faith, although it clearly militates against a clear word of God, 
that this organization has already lost the character of a Church with 
which an orthodox Christian may have communion. To admit that 
every individual member of the Church may err and yet to deny that 
the entire true Church may err, would be a miserable contradiction, of 
which only a papist could become guilty. So long, therefore, as a Church 
does not become obdurate in its error, its error, even if grievous, does 
not form a dividing chasm, least of all, if it has already entered upon 
the way toward a union in the full truth.” (P. 66 f.) 

“This naturally does not mean that, in case we do not refuse to 
acknowledge an organization which does not take the totally correct 
attitude in doctrine, we must keep silence with regard to its aberrations. 
It is a strange opinion of our opponents that, in case one censures 
something in an acknowledged organization, one thereby annuls the 
acknowledgment, ‘breaks’ with that organization or even ‘excommuni- 
cates’ it, or that the acknowledgment of an organization [as a Christian 
body] involves also the approbation of everything that is found in it. 
While the enemies of polemics regard silence in such cases as being 
demanded by love, we believe that we are acting contrary to love if we 
keep silence. Oh, that people would but realize that rebuking of error 
is not a matter of our choice. We are servants of the Lord, of whom He 
demands faithfulness. As faithful servants we must guard the treasure 
entrusted to us.... 

“If our opponents, furthermore, with the accusation of fanaticism 
and sectarian ways, would also raise the further accusation that we 
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earnestly testify against all error contrary to Scripture and against all 
the cunning as it is revealed, we on our part can find no fanaticism, no 
sectarian ways, in such testimony. For we have the definite command 
not to deviate from the Word of God, neither to the right nor to the 
left, and neither to subtract from it nor to add anything thereto. 
We cannot give up anything of the Word of God; we must be zealous 
for every word of the Lord and therefore also rebuke every error 
seriously. ... 

“That the rejection of an outward union in the Church without an 
inward unity in doctrine and faith is not fanaticism, not sectarianism, 
is not difficult to see. [Reference is here made to Eph. 4:3-5; 1 Cor.1:10.] 
An organization, therefore, can be considered as united only when it 
is truly inwardly united in the faith. If it attempts to simulate an 
external unity without being inwardly united, this is nothing but 
hypocrisy and therefore an abomination before God. To inveigh against 
such hypocrisy is certainly not fanaticism. And if our opponents make 
our rejection of all such outward semblance-unity (Scheineinigung) 
an accusation against us, they thereby give us the testimony that we 
do not want to take part in a matter which is an abomination in the 
eyes of God.” P.E.K. 


Texts of the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 
Since the texts of the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections, outlines on 
which are being offered in the Homiletic Department of the current 
volume, are not readily accessible to our readers, we are publishing by 
request the Gospel texts of this series. 


Advent 1... Luke 17: 20-25 
Advent 2 Luke 12:35-48 
Advent 3 __......___.. Luke 3:2-18 
Advent 4 _.....__.--s~ John 3:22-36 


Luke 11:9-13 

Luke 24:49-53 

John 7:33-39 

Pentecost _. John 14:15-21 


Christmas ________.. John 1:14-18 
Sunday after Chr. _. Luke 1:46-55 
New Year’s Eve ____.. Ps. 102:26-28 
Sunday after N.Y. — John 12:44-50 
Epiphany Matt. 2:1-12 
1 p. Epiphany Mark 10:13-16 
2 p. Epiphany ______ Luke 4:14-24 
3 p. Epiphany —_...__. John 4:5-14 
4 p. Epiphany John 4:15-26 
Septuagesima ____.. _ Matt. 11:16-24 
Sexagesima —____. __ John 8:21-29 
Quinquagesima Matt. 16:21-23 
Es caisnicieseniil _ John 2:13-22 
Reminiscere Matt. 12:38-42 
Oculi John 6:47-56 
SE: scsckarsncnonniablsing _ John 6:57-69 
Judica John 12:20-23 
Palm Sunday —.____ Luke 19:29-40 
Maundy Thursday —. Luke 22:7-20 
Good Friday —__. Mark 15:33-39 
Easter Sunday Matt. 28:1-10 
Easter Monday —. John 20:11-18 
1 p. Easter _.._____. Luke 24:36-47 
2 p. Easter _..___. John 10:22-30 
3 p. Easter _._._._. Matt. 10:16-20 
4p. Easter __...._.. Matt. 10:24-33 


Trinity _.___.__..._. Matt. 28:18-20 
1 p. Trinity — _. Mark 4:26-32 
. =e Luke 15:11-32 
ini Matt. 15:1-14 
_.......--. Matt. 8:5-13 
Luke 10:38-42 

ty __..__.. John 5:19-29 
Luke 13:10-17 

........ Matt. 19:16-26 
__.....- Matt. 16:24-28 


Trinity __.._._. Luke 6:20-31 
Trinity __._.. Matt. 13:44-50 
_.... Luke 12:13-21 





. Trinity John 11:32-45 
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. Trinity Matt. 22:23-33 
cl Luke 14:16-24 
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Commissions on Fellowship.— The executive committee of the 
American Lutheran Church selected the personnel of the Commission 
on Fellowship. Instead of two committees, as in the past, there will 
be now only one. The following are the members: the Rev. Dr. Emanuel 
Poppen, president of the American Lutheran Church; the Rev.E.F. 
Brandt of Oak Harbor, Ohio; the Rev. Dr.P.H.Buehring, Columbus, 
Ohio; the Rev. August Engelbrecht, Mendota, Ill.; the Rev. Theodore 
Fritschel of New Hampton, Iowa; the Rev. Dr. K. A. Hoeffel, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; the Rev.L.Ludwig of Portland, Oregon; the Rev. Dr. M.Reu, 
Dubuque, Iowa, and the Rev. Dr. Walter E.Schuette of Sewickley, Pa. 
The U.L.C.A. Commission on Relations to American Lutheran Church- 
bodies for 1941—42, as recently announced, has this membership: the 
Rev. F.H. Knubel, D.D. (chairman), 39 East 35th St., New York, N. Y.; 
the Rev. Henry H. Bagger, the Rev. Paul H. Krauss, the Rev. H. Offer- 
man, the Rev. Paul H. Roth; E.F. Eilert, J.K. Jensen, E. Clarence Miller, 
Edward Rinderknecht.— N.L.C.B. 


Does Joint Acceptance of a Confessional Statement Matter? — The 
president of Augustana College, Dr.Conrad Bergendoff, in an address 
at the American Lutheran Conference convention last November, in- 
cluded these remarks: “I cannot escape the conviction that many within 
the Church of today have only a dim awareness of the panoply of God 
which is stored up in the Word, for all our discussions about inspiration 
of the Bible. There is a tendency to draw up statements about the 
nature of Inspiration and to believe that, if we could agree on such 
statements, a certain kind of unity would result which would make us 
different from what we have been. I am frank to state that I can con- 
ceive of success in the formulation of such phrases with the real result 
that we remain exactly where we were. Suppose that the representatives 
of three million of Lutherans discovered a formula on which all could 
unite, and that statement said that the Bible is inspired as inspiration 
was thus defined, what then? What difference would it make, except 
probably that we deceived ourselves that it made a difference?” 

These are words which compel one to pause. From a certain 
point of view what Dr. Bergendoff says is right. The mere acceptance 
of joint statements is not something to rejoice over. It may in reality 
be a factor bringing about a sorry delusion. If church-bodies sign 
statements merely to sign something, then it would be far better if the 
ceremony were not undertaken at all. Undoubtedly such signing of 
documents often took place in the Middle Ages when coercion was 
practiced. It was and is an abominable thing. But when representatives 
of two church-bodies draw up a statement which represents their 
heart’s conviction and they submit this to their church-bodies and the 
church-bodies after careful examination find that the statement repre- 
sents the doctrine which is held in the two bodies, then there is great 
cause for rejoicing, because it has become evident that there is agree- 
ment. It is true that the doctrine in the two bodies may not be dif- 
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ferent after the signing from what it was before, but at any rate, 
through the joint acceptance it has become evident that there is unity 
of faith, a situation which is necessary before there can be true fellow- 
ship. It might be added that from another point of view the drawing 
up of a joint statement is important. What we have in mind is that 
the forceful testimony to the truth rendered by representatives of 
church-bodies will have a kindling effect on those who read the state- 
ment, and they will through the power of this testimony be brought 
to occupy a Scriptural position in the questions under discussion. We 
say, therefore, in conclusion, Let us not deceive ourselves and ascribe 
too great a significance to the signing of joint doctrinal statements. 
However, let us, in addition, not undervalue joint acceptance of agree- 
ments and confessions, but realize that it is in this manner that the 
Church does its work here on earth. A. 


A.L.C. Testimony with Respect to Verbal Inspiration. —In review- 
ing a book by Dr. Moffatt (Jesus Christ the Same), in which the teaching 
of verbal inspiration is attacked, Dr. J. A. Dell of the faculty of the Lu- 
theran Seminary in Columbus, Ohio, writes in the Journal of Theology, 
issued by the American Lutheran Conference: “The readers of this 
magazine will remember that I have shivered more than one lance in 
defense of the term ‘verbal inspiration,’ holding that, if the words are 
not inspired, the Bible is not inspired. What, then, does Dr. Moffatt, 
who calls the ‘theory of verbal inspiration’ a caricature, believe con- 
cerning this written record? He says: ‘We may say that, as God’s 
self-revelation enters into history and experience, to carry out His 
purpose and to realize His will, preeminently through the life of Jesus 
Christ on earth, the Word cannot be confined to its immediate and 
original audience. These recipients attest it, but they do not exhaust 
its significance. In their testimony lies a historical guarantee of its 
characteristic qualities. But also through them the revelation is trans- 
mitted; it is communicated afresh to successive generations, and Scrip- 
ture, or the written Word, is a vital factor in the process.’ The point 
with me is, Is it a reliable factor in the process of transmitting God’s 
self-revelation to successive generations? Can I today rely on its state- 
ments (conveyed in words) as true? If it is a patchwork of the opinions 
of uninspired men, I could have little confidence in it.” We recall that 
on at least one occasion Dr. Dell took one of his brethren in the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference to task for not adhering to the doctrine of 
verbal inspiration. The remarks just quoted are evidence that he means 
to continue to uphold the truth with respect to the character of the Holy 
Scriptures. : 

The attitude of Dr. Dell is shared by Dr. M. Reu, as a remark in the 
February, 1941, number of the Kirchliche Zeitschrift again indicates. 
Reviewing a book by Dr. Tidwell (Christ and the Pentateuch), Dr. Reu 
says: “Also to us the Bible is the inspired Word of God in all its 
details, also to us the Old Testament points to Christ,” etc. It is our 
hope that this testimony will prove effective, in the first place, in the 
American Lutheran Conference and, next, in the United Lutheran 
Church of America. A. 
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Is the Lutheran Union in the Offing?— The address of Dr.P.O. 
Bersell, President of the Augustana Synod, at the 1940 convention of 
the American Lutheran Church in Detroit, Mich., has been published in 
the Lutheran Companion, Jan. 23, 1941. From the paragraphs headed 
by the caption “Not Interested in New Theological Theses” (supplied 
by the Companion) we submit the following: “I would like to make 
two statements. The one is that the Augustana Synod is interested in 
confirming our fraternal fellowship, and establishing such fellowship 
where it is not today, on the basis of our knowledge of one another, on 
the basis of Christian confidence the one in the other. The Augustana 
Synod is not interested in any new theological theses. There were 
enough of them written in the sixteenth century to last until Judgment 
Day. We as a synod have made our confession concerning the faith 
that is once and for all delivered unto the saints. And may I, with 
your indulgence, President Poppen, say to this convention what I have 
said to you privately, that, if the American Lutheran Church is waiting 
for the Augustana Synod to ‘endorse your note’ to the Missouri Synod, 
if you want us to be a cosigner to the agreement, if you are waiting for 
us to adopt those articles as a premise for your concordat with the 
Missouri Synod, you may as well forget about it right now.... The 
sentiment, Mr. President, that I want to convey to your body is this, 
that the Augustana Synod is not interested in creating any police depart- 
ment with any detective bureaus to spy upon the actions of any members 
of the American Lutheran Church, nor have we any desire whatsoever 
to attempt any discipline upon any members or pastors of the American 
Lutheran Church from our side of the fence. And we believe, trustingly, 
that the attitude of the American Lutheran Church as such, all signs 
to the contrary notwithstanding, as far as individuals and groups here 
and there may be concerned, will be the same spirit of mutual trust.” 

In the Journal of Theology of the American Lutheran Conference, 
February, 1941, p.210ff., the editor-in-chief, Dr.G.M. Bruce, professor 
of theology in the Norwegian Lutheran Church, comments on the 
statements made in Concorpra THeotocicaL Monruty, January, p. 62, 
regarding the 1940 convention of the American Lutheran Conference. 
He says: “What Dr. Arndt says about the conditions for fellowship 
between the American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod and 
the attitude of the latter body to the American Lutheran Conference 
confirms what we said in an editorial in the November issue of the 
Journal of Theology, for which we received some pointed criticism on 
the floor of the Minneapolis convention. These words [of Dr. Arndt]: 
‘There can be no fellowship between the American Lutheran Church and 
the Missouri Synod unless the American Lutheran Church either leaves 
the American Lutheran Conference or the latter, both with respect to 
doctrine and practices, places itself on the foundation of the Synod- 
ical Conference,’ are plain and readily understood, and they express 
beyond any doubt the general attitude of the leadership both in the 
Missouri and Wisconsin synods toward the Lutheran groups outside 
of the Synodical Conference. In other words, American Lutheranism 
must go to Canossa in order to be recognized as truly Lutheran, not 
only in matters of doctrine but also in matters of practice. This may 


20 
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prove to be a long and hard road to travel for two thirds of American 
Lutheranism now outside the Synodical Conference, and we question 
very much whether attaining such a goal would be worth the cost. 
Since there is only one way to such recognition and fellowship, the 
way to Canossa, the futility of negotiations, whatever the result in theses 
more or less approved mentally or otherwise, should become quite 
apparent.” 

Sentiments like those expressed by Dr. Bersell and Dr. Bruce are 
not: conducive to Lutheran union.— Dr. Bruce’s comment on another 
paragraph in the Concorpia THeoLocicaL Monrtuty article makes better 
reading. This paragraph states: “A person cannot help asking, Is the 
American Lutheran Conference not at all interested in doctrine? Ap- 
parently there was no discussion of doctrinal issues, no mention of 
the denial of Verbal Inspiration which occurred in the Norwegian Free 
Church, no pointing to the necessity of reaching Scriptural practice 
concerning unionism and lodge-membership. Dr. Bruce comments: “We 
believe this is a point well taken and worthy of serious consideration. 
It is a fact that we cannot deny that doctrinal questions have received 
little or no attention at the convention of the American Lutheran 
Conference. We have been too occupied with the consideration of 
practical questions and the implementation of cooperative enterprises 
to give any attention to doctrinal matters. We believe the time has 
come when a session of the convention should be set aside for the con- 
sideration of a doctrinal question of special current significance. There 
is one fine feature about our conventions which meets with general 
approval and that is that the devotional element has been given due 
prominence. This feature should be continued. But let us add another 
standing feature to our program, namely, the consideration of some 
fundamental, doctrinal question, with an orientating and scientific pres- 
entation by one of our theologians and ample opportunity ‘for free 
and open discussion. We can well afford the time for such a con- 
sideration and would profit greatly by doing so.” “Doctrinal questions 
of special current significance” to be discussed would naturally be 
Verbal Inspiration, Conversion, Millennialism, Unionism, etc. — 

The Lutheran Herald of Feb. 25, which just came to hand, speaks of 
this matter in an editorial entitled “The Other One-Third.” “In com- 
menting on the recent meeting of the National Lutheran Council, we 
raised the question whether it is possible to discern any growing feeling 
of unity among the various groups composing American Lutheranism. 
We did not have reference to the relations between the bodies making 
up the Council; we are convinced that the ties binding them together 
are becoming stronger all the time.” It is the judgment of the Herald 
that the Norwegian Lutheran Church is coming closer not only to the 
American Lutheran Church but also to the United Lutheran Church. 
“Are there any indications that the Synodical Conference is preparing to 
forsake its isolationist position and take part in joint Lutheran en- 
deavors? ... Following the meeting referred to above, the daily press 
spoke of Lutheran unity as being in the offing. The Christian Century 
apparently placed too much credence on newspaper reports and carried 
a news item headed ‘War Situation Brings Cooperation from Missouri 
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Lutherans.’ Commenting on the matter, the Christian Century closed 
its report thus: ‘Who says that war never accomplishes anything?’” 
(The item in the Christian Century, Feb. 25, reads: “After refusing for 
years to cooperate in any way with other Christian bodies, including 
other branches of the Lutheran communion, the Missouri Synod has 
announced that it will cooperate with other Lutheran churches in 
furnishing assistance to ‘orphaned’ missions and in extending aid to men 
in armed forces. Who says that .. .?”) 

The Herald editorial goes on to say: “With no intention of casting 
gloom, we are forced to say that we see little in the picture to make 
us applaud. We have read carefully the official reports of all meetings 
looking toward closer unity. We have also read editorial statements in 
the press of the Missouri Synod and its sister synods, including the state- 
ment signed by the editors of the Lutheran Witness which sees separation 
as the only way to attain unity; . . . including also the various estimates — 
none complimentary — of the American Lutheran Conference which have 
appeared since our recent convention. And we are convinced that 
Missouri and her sisters have shown absolutely no intention to seek 
closer relations with any of us, except on her own terms, terms to which 
none of us can or will accede.” (Italics ours.) E. 


The Failure of Modernism. — Modernism has no message of salva- 
tion to offer to a world perishing in sin; nor has it any power to ac- 
complish great things. This is witnessed in an editorial, in the Christian 
Beacon (Jan. 23, 1941), which says: “The National Christian Mission has 
come to Phladelphia and gone. Many meetings were planned. Prominent 
speakers appeared. One of the leaders, however, accused publicly the 
pastors of Philadelphia of failing to cooperate, or rather of manifesting 
the spirit of ‘Let George do it.’ There seemed to be a lack of spirit 
behind the whole program. We have followed closely the reports which 
appeared in the daily press and the releases which were given to the 
public, and we have not seen in any of them one single statement of 
the way of salvation for lost sinners. America needs to be told that 
the blood of Jesus Christ, God’s Son, cleanses from all sin. America 
needs to be told that there is a power, a wonder-working power, in 
the blood of Calvary.” Also in the National Christian Mission con- 
ducted here in St.Louis there was no emphasis on this fundamental 
Gospel-message. 

But as Modernism has no message, it, too, has no power. In the 
same issue of the Christian Beacon there occurs this editorial: “A young 
Methodist minister, thirty-six years of age, a graduate of Yale Divinity 
School, stands in his Methodist pulpit in a town in the Midwest and 
tells his members that the time has come for the Government to force 
a union of all Protestant bodies into one Church. One marvels that 
a congregation of free Americans would even so much as sit and listen 
to such a discourse. This is what the Japanese government is now 
doing to the Church in Japan. The article was sent to us by the 
Rev. Philip Du Bois Arcularius, of the class of 1925 of Yale College, 
who is a true Bible-believer and a defender of the faith. He wrote: 
‘Perhaps you have already seen the enclosed clipping. It is the most 
bald-faced and abject offer to surrender our Protestant heritage that 
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I have ever heard tell of, especially coming, as it does, from one who 
professes to be a Protestant pastor. The liberty that our Lord Jesus 
Christ purchased for us with His precious blood and that our ancestors 
protected by the shedding of theirs, this foolish young man accounts 
a mere trifle. He does not appear to realize that he is playing into 
the hands of Rome, under which, and headed by the false prophet of 
Rev. 13:11-17, the apostate Protestantism which he represents and ad- 
vocates eventually will be headed up.’ For the Government to do what 
this Methodist minister desires to have done, the Bill of Rights and all 
that it stipulates concerning religious freedom will have to be scrapped.” 
The warning that Modernism is playing into the hands of Rome is worth 
heeding, for never has Rome been more popular in our country than 
it is today. We may add, however, that Modernism is playing also into 
the hands of Communism, which is the other extreme of its ill-fated 
course. J.T. M. 


Distribution of Army Chaplains.— During the annual meeting of 
the National Lutheran Council at Columbus, O., January 22 and 23, the 
distribution of chaplains in the service of the Army and Navy was 


reported as follows: Army Nat'l Navy 
Regular Reserve Guard Acting Reserve Total 


United Lutheran Church 6 5 
American Lutheran Church 2 6 
Norwegian Lutheran Church 

Augustana Synod __......___. 

Lutheran Free Church 


N.L.C.B. 

Relations between the Presbyterians (Northern) and the Epis- 
copalians.— The chairman of the Episcopal Church’s Commission on 
Approaches to Unity, Bishop Parsons, retiring bishop of California, 
states, as reported in the Living Church, that at the late convention 
of the Episcopalians three important resolutions were adopted and one 
canonical change. The first resolution was a mere reaffirmation of the 
intention of the Episcopalians to bring about organic unity with the 
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, and it expressed 
satisfaction with the Presbyterians’ attitude, who had accepted the 
invitation to carry on negotiations. The second resolution, as pointed 
out by the bishop, recommends that cooperation be practiced by the 
two church-bodies in local mission projects. The third resolution is 
a recommendation that, where circumstances warrant it, the two church- 
bodies join hands in programs of Christian education. The canonical 
change alluded to is described by Bishop Parsons as follows: “We are 
everywhere inviting Presbyterian ministers to preach in our pulpits. 
This has been done under the canon which allows ‘Christian men’ with 
permission of the bishop, to speak in our pulpits. We hope that all 
Presbyterian ministers as well as all Episcopal ministers are ‘Christian 
men’; but the canon (1907) was expressly worded in that way to raise 
no question of ‘orders.’ It seemed as if we must make it clear that the 
ministers of a Church with which we have entered into so important 
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negotiations as those with the Presbyterians should have some special 
recognition, and the canon was therefore amended to specify that min- 
isters of churches with which we have entered into an agreement to 
reach organic unity may have the bishop’s authorization to preach the 
Gospel in our churches.” The bishop states that in view of the amended 
canon Presbyterian ministers have a special status, since the Episcopal 
Church and the Presbyterian Church “have entered into an agreement 
to reach organic unity.” A. 


Brief Items.—In Chicago there will probably soon be witnessed 
a major effort to provide religious education for children attending the 
public schools through special week-day instruction given by the 
churches. At a meeting of church representatives Prof. W.C. Bower of 
the Divinity School of the University of Chicago is reported to have 
stated that the week-day religious education program which is in the 
making would have to recognize the principle of separation of Church 
and State and yet would endeavor to give religion a significant place in 
the educational program. If any children are through this method 
brought to Christ, we shall rejoice. The ideal solution, of course, is 
that provided through our Christian day-schools. 

Gambling is on the increase throughout California. A new race- 
track costing $1,500,000 is being opened in Albany. Under the new 
set-up the University of California receives this year nearly $400,000 
from the proceeds of the tracks, according to the Daily Californian, a 
student paper. The board of regents officially protested to the State 
Racing Commission against licensing this track, which is adjacent to 
the university. — Correspondence for the Christian Century. 


According to the New York Times the New York State Court of 
Appeals refused to give Bertrand Russell permission to appeal from 
the decision of Justice John E.McGeehan of the State Supreme Court. 
It will be recalled that Bertrand Russell’s appointment as professor 
in the City College of New York was revoked by this justice because 
Russell “has taught in his books immoral and salacious doctrines.” 
So the victory for decency was endorsed by the Court of Appeals. 

The following statistics are cited by the N.C.W.C. News Service 
from the Annuario Pontificio, papal year-book. There are 1,730 separate 
ecclesiastical jurisdictions throughout the world (dioceses, vicariates, etc.). 
There were 55 cardinals at the beginning of 1941. Missionaries depending 
on the Sacred Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith total 73,887 
(20,578 priests; 8,514 Brothers, 44,895 Sisters). There are 935 religious 
orders, of which 159 are of men, 776 of women. The Holy See has 
representatives in 60 countries, and 35 have representatives at the 
Holy See. — America. 


On January 15 there were 163 Catholic chaplains on duty with 

the armed forces of the United States, and their number is increasing. 
America 

The new biweekly whose intended publication was announced about 

a month ago, Christianity and Crisis, began its career February 10. 

Besides the editor-in-chief, Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr of Union Seminary, 

the editorial board consists of Charles G. Burlingham of New York, 
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a lawyer, Rhoda E. McCulloch, who is editor of the Woman’s Press, 
John A. Mackay, president of Princeton Seminary, Francis P. Miller of 
the Council of Foreign Relations, Edward L. Parsons, Protestant Episcopal 
bishop emeritus of California, and Henry P. Van Dusen, professor at 
Union Seminary. The journal favors an aggressive antitotalitarian 
course. The clocks are turned back nine hundred years, a crusade is 
impending, and clergymen are contemplating donning a coat of mail 
to fight what they consider the battle of the Lord —and all of it under 
the banner of the Prince of Peace! 


Why is Mr. Rutherford, the head of the cult known as that of 
“Jehovah’s Witnesses,” called “judge”? According to America, he had 
set up a law practice in Booneville, Mo. He acquired his title of “judge,” 
so it is said, when he “filled in” “for a four-day absence of the regular 
judge in the Cooper County Circuit Court, a practice not unusual in 
sparsely settled regions, where spare judges are not grown on trees.” 
What a judicial career! 

Does the Catholic Church sanction strikes? America writes 
(February 8): “Catholics, whether they are Congressmen or other- 
wise, who deny the right to strike and advocate repression, find them- 
selves out of harmony with the Church’s teachings, which defends these 
rights while urging the use of every means of conciliation.” 


In Charlotte, Vt., where he lived in retirement, a man died on 
October 9, 1940, whose name is referred to with respect the world over, 
Dr. Wilfred T.Grenfell of Labrador. We are told that a sermon by 
Dwight L. Moody moved this man when he was still a student at the 
University of Oxford to choose the career of a medical missionary. 
The people of Labrador will never forget him as one of their great bene- 
factors. While this notice appears late, we believe it better to let it be 
printed late than not at all. 

Agreement with the district attorney of Madera County, Calif., was 
reached last week by A.L. Wirin, attorney for the Southern California 
Committee of the A.C.L.U., in the case of James Bishop Carr, who 
served a twenty-day jail sentence for refusing to allow his daughter to 
attend school on Friday. Carr is a member of the Pentecostal sect 
which observes Friday as the Sabbath. Authorities agreed to withhold 
any further prosecution and to arrange for the child’s private instruction 
one day of each week. 

How far Modernism and unbelief have entered the mission-fields 
can be seen from a correspondence in the Christian Century referring to 
the doctrinal platform which the Union Church in Japan will be given. 
A commission is debating the creedal basis of the union venture. People 
anticipate that the Apostles’ Creed will be accepted as basic. However, 
the fear is voiced “that objection may arise over the doctrines of divine 
judgment of all things earthly, of the resurrection of the body, which 
is widely regarded as unscientific and superstitious, and on the Virgin 
Birth, which is said to be immoral.” The correspondence continues: 
“That these are problems which will continue to plague the Church in 
Japan can be prophesied, whatever the decision at this time.” What 
a frightful defection from Bible-teaching is reported in these few words! 
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Bingo statistics for the past year are a sad commentary on how 
representative American people are investing their time and money. 
In Cincinnati, during the record-breaking year of 1940, gross bingo 
receipts exceeded the two-million mark, a 23-per-cent. increase over 
1939, netting the sponsoring organizations over $1,000,000 at the expense 
of the three million persons in attendance. The average weekly 
attendance was over 60,000 in this single city. One minister, in a ser- 
monet published in a local paper, points to the fact that Americans spend 
$600,000,000 annually upon dogs in contrast with lesser amounts for 
the work of the Church and then quotes Martin Luther: “Whatever thy 
heart clings to and relies upon, that is properly thy God.” The nation 
as a whole seems to be “going to the dogs. As for us in Cincinnati, we 
are going bingo.” — Correspondence in the Christian Century. 

A correspondent of the Christian Century, writing from Edinburgh, 
Scotland, states that December 1 (the Sunday nearest to St. Andrew’s 
Day) was observed in that country as Foreign Missions Sunday. He 
reports with joy that the observance of that occasion met with greater 
success than any in previous years. A moratorium on foreign mission- 
work which some had feared would put in its appearance on account 
of the war conditions involving the larger part of Europe, Scotland 
included, did not become a reality. Ten thousand pounds more were 
contributed for foreign missions in 1940 than in 1939. 

A convert from Catholicism was recently inducted into the ministry 
of the United Lutheran Church in a ceremony led by the Rev. Dr. Samuel 
Trexler, president of the United Lutheran Synod of New York. The 
new minister is Nicholas Wesselengi, who until his confirmation into 
the Lutheran faith two years ago had served as a Roman Catholic priest 
in his native Hungary and in Windsor, Ontario. The ordination was 
performed at the First Hungarian Wendish Church in Perth Amboy, 
New Jersey. — N.C. L. Bulletin. 

Rumors that Martin Niemoeller, imprisoned head of the German 
Confessional Church, had become a Catholic are denied by his relatives 
and friends as well as by Berlin authorities. Unfounded reports . of 
conversions do no good to the Church and are unfair to non-Catholics. 
We have heard too many such of late.— America (Roman Catholic). 


Nach einer Aufstellung des Boersenvereins deutscher Buchhaendler 
entfiel von den Veroeffentlichungen des Jahres 1939 wie im Vorjahr die 
groesste Zahl, 16.7 Prozent, auf die schoene Literatur. An sweiter Stelle 
stehen die religioesen und theologischen Schriften mit 9.5 Prozent, ein 
Zeichen, wie stark das deutsche Volk sich mit religioesen Fragen be- 
schaeftigt. 7.6 Prozent betrafen Technik und Handwerk, 6.8 Prozent 
Geschichte, Kulturgeschichte und Volkskunde, 5.7 Prozent die Rechts- 
wissenschaft, 5.6 Prozent die Jugendschriften, 2.4 Prozent ven 
und Weltanschauung. — Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung. 

These words referring to France, printed in the New York Herald 
Tribune, may well be pondered by all citizens of our country: “A strik- 
ing feature of the third republic was its repudiation of God. No states- 
man of republican France ever mentioned the Deity in his public 
addresses. It would have been political suicide for him to do so. French 
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Freemasonry, as contrasted with the lodges in the United States and 
England, was largely atheistic, and in the late parliamentary system 
was a force to be reckoned with. ... The name of God was tabu in the 
French classroom.” If political leaders and public-school teachers omit 
reference to God in their official pronouncements because they recognize 
the separation of Church and State, their course is to be applauded. 
Sad to say, in France silence with respect to God in public statements 
of the leaders seems to have sprung from unbelief. 


Dr. Jeremiah Ohl died in Philadelphia on January 21 at the age of 
ninety years. Distinguished achievement in two fields of church-work 
marked the career of this veteran minister. He was an Inner Mission 
pioneer, organizer and rector of the Milwaukee Motherhouse, super- 
intendent for twenty years of the Philadelphia City Mission, and author 
of The Inner Mission as well as active in every Church-wide movement 
for heightened emphasis on the social ministry. He was a fine scholar 
in the fields of church art and music. Dr. Ohl was music editor of the 
Common Service Book, chairman of the U.L.C. Committee on Church 
Music for many years, author of nine hymns in the Common Service 
Book, and editor of children’s hymnals.— The Lutheran. 


Jacques Maritain, the famous French Roman Catholic scholar, is 
soon to join the faculty of the University of Chicago. There he will 
reenforce the neo-Thomist group. — Christian Century. 


The United Lutheran Church Publication House has made available 
the entire common service of the United Lutheran Church on four 
records. The music for the recordings is provided by Trinity Lutheran 
Church choir of Lancaster, Pa., under the direction of Dr. Harry A. Sykes, 
eminent organist and choir-master, and the liturgy is read by the Rev. 
Donald S. Irvin, pastor of the Church of Our Savior, Haddonfield, N. J. 
The four records include all details of the service except the sermon. 

N.L.C.B. 

Evidence of the vitality of religion under war conditions is empha- 
sized by the annual report of the British Foreign Bible Society. This 
shows that 12,000,000 volumes were circulated during the past year, 
750,000 more than in the previous year. The Secretary for Central 
Europe reports that sales were up by nearly 200,000 and says: “Every- 
where in their sorrow, men and women have been turning to the Word.” 

N.L.C.B. 

One prediction at least has come true, that American preachers who 
almost to the last man vowed they would never advocate our entering 
another war would, in a crisis, make a complete about face. Episcopal 
Bishop Johnson of Colorado, now retired, said in a recent speech: 
“Speaking as an American, as a Christian, and as a bishop of the 
Christian Church, I say that we cannot be neutral in this conflict without 
the loss of our own moral ideals and of our own souls. I say that it is 
the duty of all churches, all believers in God, all true Americans, to 
oppose this evil thing [Hitlerism] openly and with our whole strength,” 
ete. This is taking the war from the sphere of politics into the realm 
of religion. It is one of the fruits growing on the tree of the social 


gospel. A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


The Hope of the Ages. The Messianic Hope in Revelation, in History, 
and in Realization. By Arno Clemens Gaebelein, D.D. “Our 
Hope,” 456 Fourth Ave., New York, N. Y. 187 pages, 534x8%4. 
Price, $1.00. 

The theme of this volume is the hope of the second advent, a subject 
which requires a profound knowledge of the Scriptures, especially of 
the prophecies related to the New Testament age. Dr.Gaebelein is one 
of the leading fundamentalist theologians and like most of these is a 
millenarian. With much in this volume we must disagree. Dr. Gaebelein 
terms the belief current at the time of Christ that His return would 
bring a universal resurrection “unscriptural.” He denies that the 
Papacy is Antichrist. His millennialism is based upon predicating a 
literal fulfilment for the prophecies in which the spiritual glories of 
the New Testament Church are being described by Old Testament 
writers and in Revelation. In spite of the definite reference of Amos 
9:11-15 to the New Testament Church vindicated in Acts 15, he refers 
this fundamental text to a universal conversion of the Jews, with dis- 
tinctly chiliastic background. Dr.Gaebelein certainly ignores the testi- 
mony of history when he calls the amillennialists theological “new- 
comers.” Nor do we believe that it was the chiliastic hope that kept 
alive the faith of Christendom through the early age of persecution. 
He gains Scriptural ground for his chiliasm only by importing the idea 
into texts which bear no such connotation, as when he interprets the 
sleeping of the five foolish virgins as the Church’s loss of the millennial 
hope (p. 133). Dr.Gaebelein rejects the doctrine of baptismal regenera- 
tion (p. 135). He distinguishes a “false chiliasm” from the “true,” the 
false type being exhibited in the Anabaptist movement, and it is to 
this alone that he refers the condemnation of chiliasm in the Protestant 
symbols. More than once (Melanchthon, p. 145; Milton, p. 151) he cites 
the belief of Protestant leaders in the Second Coming in support of 
chiliasm. Dr.Gaebelein does not represent the carnal type of the mil- 
lennial doetrine, and his book is a valuable source for all who wish to 
acquaint themselves with modern chiliasm as held by its representatives 
in the fundamentalist group. TH. GRAEBNER 


The Bible and Things to Come. By David Freeman. Zondervan Pub- 
lishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 139 pages, 544x734. Price, $1.00. 

Rev. D. Freeman is pastor of the New Covenant Presbyterian Church, 
Philadelphia, Pa., and a former student of the late Dr. J. G. Machen, 
professor at Westminster Theological Seminary, whose views he voices 
on the eschatological questions which he deals with in the nine sermons 
presented in his book. The subjects he treats are: “The Second Coming 
of Christ,” “When Will Christ Come?” “The Signs of Christ’s Coming,” 
“The Jews, Their Conversion and Their Land,” “The Man of Sin,” “Will 
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There Be a Millennium?” “After Death— What?” “The Day of Judg- 
ment,” “The Final State.” While the author rejects the millennium 
because it is taught neither by Scripture nor the Christian Confessions, 
he believes that “Israel as a nation, in the collective sense, is to be saved 
before Christ comes” (p. 69), though he holds neither that all Jews will 
be saved nor that the Jewish converts will return as a nation to the 
land of Israel. “The Jews will be saved as a nation, but only in the 
way in which they are converted now” (p. 77). The writer is wrong 
in stressing the racial or national conversion of the Jews; for just as 
the “fulness of the Gentiles” (Rom. 11:25) refers to the elect among the 
heathen, so the “all Israel” (v. 26) clearly refers to the elect of God 
among the Jews. He is right, however, in his judgment that insistence 
upon a literal interpretation of Old Testament eschatological prophecy 
results in downright absurdities. (Pp. 70, 71.) Regarding the Man of 
Sin the author rejects the traditional verdict of the Church that Anti- 
christ has been revealed in the Papacy, contending that Antichrist is 
_ yet to appear, and this shortly before Christ’s second coming, though for 
his view he can offer no substantial proof. Except for these two points 
the sermons represent the eschatological doctrines of the general Chris- 
tian confessions, and their simple, yet thorough doctrinal treatment makes 
them absorbing and profitable reading. Praiseworthy above all is the 
author’s sanity in expounding prophecy in the light of the clear Scrip- 
ture-passages; commendable are his acquaintance with, and his emphasis 
on, the Bible as the sole rule of faith. The reviewer wishes to stress this 
in spite of the lapses noted above. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Know the Truth. By Rev.Joseph A.Cottam, Ph.D. American Tract 
Society. 259 pages, 5448. Price, $1.50. 

This book deals with the fundamentals of the Christian religion, 
summarized on page 110 thus: “A Christ Divine, an Atonement 
vicarious, and a Bible inspired,” and on page 139 thus: “The develop- 
ment of the grand thought of a substitute for the sinner embraces the 
distinctive truths, the essential doctrines of Christianity; justification 
by faith, atonement, redemption, imputation, the divinity of the blessed 
Redeemer, the infinite grace, and the absolute effectiveness of the work 
done for the deliverance of the transgressors of the divine Law.” Much 
of what is said in these weighty subjects is of great value. But some 
is of little value and some harmful. Frequently there is a lack of 
theological precision (see, for instance, the order in which the doctrines 
are listed in the citation from page 139), and there is a good deal of 
halting and faltering and floundering. One cannot understand why 
our author, who believes that “our Lord took up our sins and expiated 
them on the cross,” “reconciled the world by means of reparation, or 
satisfaction offered,” “that every claim of justice has been met and 
satisfied,” could still pen these words: “We have in circulation the idea 
that Christ died because God was insulted and must punish somebody 
for it or that the Atonement was the propitiation of an angry God, who 
let off the rogue while He tortured the innocent.” (Chapter VII.) Our 
author speaks emphatically of “the divinity of the Book,” which “is 
divinely inspired,” “the written Word of God,” but in chapter XV he 
makes the fatal concession: “Such minor discrepancies, or errors, are 
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not worth mentioning as compared with the substantial reliability of 
the whole records. Dr.Marcus Dods has well said: ‘We are not con- 
tending for an absolute literal infallibility, for any such discrepancies 
avail nothing to discredit the true infallibility of the Holy Scriptures.” 
He rejects “the theory of evolution” and states that “in the first chapter 
of Genesis the Bible speaks with authority, clearly, and finally on a 
matter of biology. The words ‘after its kind’ reveal a sound biological 
principle,” etc. He holds, however, that “slow creation requires God 
just as much as instantaneous creation. . . . Genesis condenses age- 
long processes into swift acts, withdraws the mind from intermediate 
stages, and sums up the whole into ‘days’ revealing the eternal God 
as the Fountain of all.” (Chap. V.) Chapter VIII, on Repentance, reflects 
the confusion which Reformed theology has cast about this term. 
“Repent ye and believe in the Gospel.’ Our Lord here commands the 
two things which are required for salvation. The first demand He 
made on men was the demand to ‘repent’; the other was ‘to believe.’” . 
And “repentance is a thoroughgoing movement of the whole being away 
from sin and towards the love and service of God.” Then we have the 
statement: “There may be conversion without regeneration” (p. 155), 
and, worst of all, the statement: “We must consider faith as the exercise 
of man’s freedom in accepting God’s grace” (p. 136). In Chapter XVI, 
“Know that Christ is Coming,” we have this fine statement: “Spurgeon 
used to say, ‘There are some people who are so taken up with the second 
coming of Christ that they forget to preach about the first.’” There 
are millennialists who speak and preach of nothing but this fabled mil- 
lennium. Our author avoids this extreme. But he commits this fatal 
error, common to all moderate millennialists: wrapped up in the glories 
of the millennium, they have little to say of the glory of heaven. In this 
whole chapter “heaven” is mentioned but once, incidentally, in a quoted 
poem. And there is no chapter on heaven. As far as this book knows, 
the millennium is the final consummation. “The present age is to be 
followed by ‘an age of glory,’” when “the saints are to reign with Christ 
and the rule of Christ and His people will secure immeasured blessedness 
for the world. ... We are to look for an era when the true full life 
of humanity will be realized. This is the age that will dawn at the 
coming of the King, . . . the recreation of the social order.” Finally, we 
call attention to the statement: “Does our Lord ever ask those who 
would belong to His kingdom to subscribe to a creed?” (P. 133.) Dr. Cot- 
tam is pastor of a community church in Philadelphia, and community 
churches have no use for “creeds.” We are wondering why Dr. Cottam 
would write a book defending the Apostolic Creed and the creed of 
the Reformed Church and the creed of the millennialists. 
TH. ENGELDER 
Naturalism. By James Bissett Pratt. Yale University Press, New Haven, 
Conn. 180 pages, including Index, 544x814. Price, $2.00. 

This new volume on Naturalism offers the third series of the Powell 
Lectures on Philosophy at Indiana University, delivered in 1938 by the 
well-known professor of philosophy at Williams College, its predecessors 
being The Lasting Elements in Individualism (W.E. Hocking) and In the 
Spirit of William James (R.B.Perry). Naturalism, in philosophy, has 
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been defined as the doctrine which denies all evidence for a spiritual 
creative and upholding principle and for a universal teleology, explaining 
the world wholly out of the combination of material elements acting 
under physical laws. This popular definition of Mechanistic Naturalism 
(New Standard Dictionary) does not adequately describe the empirical 
Naturalism championed by the author, who in his four lectures presents 
Naturalism in its fundamental conception, its relation to life and evolu- 
tion, to mind, and finally to morality and religion. Personally he 
repudiates the traditional crude and static Naturalism in favor of a more 
critical, empirical form, which is “always ready to learn.” In the end, 
it is true, Naturalism cares little to learn, since it rejects as impossible 
all supernatural data and explains the universe in its development and 
existence merely by impersonal principles. Though tolerant otherwise, 
the author becomes bitterly sarcastic when he speaks of the “good old 
days of particular Providences and singing spheres and anthropomorphic 
deities.” (P. 45.) To him man and animal are products of fundamental 
forces through process of evolution. Disavowing Mechanism and Neo- 
Lamarckianism as inadequate and inclining personally to Vitalism (“Some 
force other than the physical and chemical directs the biological activities 
of the organism and the course of racial evolution,” p. 76), he looks upon 
the universe as an “organic being, dominated by definite tendencies of 
immanent purpose.” (P. 93.) Since the Cosmos is thus “permeated with 
immanent purpose and is therefore a teleological and also a spiritual 
organism” (p. 142), crass Materialism must yield to an _ intelligent 
Idealism, in which Mind finds both an explanation and justification and 
in which there is a place for Morality as an evaluation of all “pleasurable 
consequences” (pp. 158 ff.). So also Religion, rooted in the concept 
of an organic and teleological universe (p. 175) and finding its “god” 
in nature (“Deus sive Natura”), becomes exceedingly real to the empirical 
Naturalist, God being the “Real as such.” For His reality in this sense 
there exists “an unanswerable ontological demonstration.” Dr. Pratt’s 
lectures are valuable because, on the one hand, they clarify many moot 
points on the subject and, on the other, assign in Naturalism a place 
to deity and worship. Of course, the Naturalistic deity is no more than 
Nature itself and the worship no more than pagan, pantheistic worship of 
the creature rather than the Creator. Naturalism therefore rejects all 
true religion and the true God and as such remains unspeakably com- 
fortless and hopeless in its inherent pessimism, thus offering another 
proof of the total bankruptcy of perverted reason left to itself, without 
the guidance and strength of divine revelation. 
J. THEODORE MUELLER 

The World Today. A Challenge to the Christian Church. By Alfred M. 

Rehwinkel, M.A., B.D., Professor of Theology, Concordia Semi- 

nary, St. Louis, Mo. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

107 pages. Price, 50 cts., postpaid. 

Rarely does the title of a book describe its contents so exactly and 
completely. In these lectures, originally presented to the Atlantic Dis- 
trict of the Missouri Synod, the author describes conditions in the world 
today, comparing them with conditions in the past, reaching out widely 
into the whole field of World and Church History and drawing there- 
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from lessons for our consideration as we look forward into the future. 
The conclusions he draws as he views “The Political and International 
World, The Social and Economic World, The Religious World” are some- 
times encouraging, sometimes alarming, always stimulating. Cuncordia 
Publishing House has reissued the essays in an attractive booklet at 
a low price, which should encourage a wide distribution. A detailed 
subject index will make it especially useful as a reference for the pastor 
and lecturer. THEO. HOYER 


Cross-Examined. By Edward Kuhlmann. Lutheran Book Concern, 
Columbus, O. 95 pages, 5X74. Price, 85 cts. 

Our Great Salvation. The Centrality of the Cross. By W.E. and E. W. 
Schramm. Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, O. 109 pages, 
5X7%. Price, $1.00. 

These volumes offer a number of series of Lenten discourses. The 
central doctrine of the atonement through the blood of Christ is well 
stressed. The various practical implications for the life of the believer 
and the appeal to the unbeliever to accept Christ by faith are presented 
with originality and effect. 

Pastor Kuhlmann is widely known for his pleasing and helpful 
literary productions for young and old. Also his sermons in this volume 
have a literary flavor. The uniqueness of approach and the extreme 
wealth of illustrations in these Lenten addresses make them interesting 
and stimulating for the reader. Doubtless they were so preached 
by the author. As models for Lenten sermons they will serve only 
such pastors as can make literary allusion a part of their own personality 
and can reenforce the rather slender doctrinal core of their special 
addresses with abundant doctrinal content in congregational preaching, 
Bible class, and other catechetical work, which no doubt the author 
utilizes. 

Pastor W.E.Schramm, D.D., is senior pastor of St. Mark’s Church, 
Butler, Pa., and has published a number of volumes of sermonic and 
practical content. His series Our Great Salvation offers seven sermons 
on John 3:16. This is not as much a homiletical tour de force as may 
be imagined; the material is derived from the text, is adequately factual 
in doctrine, and is organized and applied with a sure hand. 

Rev. E. W. Schramm is the editor of the Lutheran Standard and has 
published several volumes of sermons. His series The Centrality of the 
Cross is a workmanlike discussion of the Seven Words. Themes and 
divisions are in some instances especially adroit. 

It is not written in censure of these and similar sermons, for they 
are well done, but of the use to which many preachers put them, when 
we say that nothing in the way of cleverness of theme, tenuousness of 
derivation of material, or originality of elaboration can replace the Gospel 
minimum particularly in Lenten sermons. The tradition particularly of 
preaching ever and always on the Passion-story has resulted in a tech- 
nique of hypercleverness in finding applications which prevents the full 
use of the opportunities which Lent provides for the preacher. Surely, 
if ever, then at Lent it should be true of the Christian preacher that 
he focuses, rather than obscures, the Gospel-message by his homiletic 
devices. Ricuarp R. CAEMMERER 
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Proceedings of the Thirty-Seventh Convention of the Ev. Luth. Synodical 
Conference, assembled at Chicago, Ill., Aug. 1—6, 1940. Concordia 
Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 99 pages, 6X9. Price, 20 cts. 


These Proceedings contain two splendid doctrinal essays. The first, 
by Prof. A.Schaller of Thiensville, Wis., treats of “The Brotherhood of 
Faith” as a gift of God, as a fountain of blessings, and as a sacred 
responsibility. The members of the Synodical Conference are reminded 
that the brotherhood of faith, the unity of faith and doctrine which 
they enjoy, is a gift of the unmerited grace of God, are invited to make 
full use of the blessings it offers, and are earnestly admonished to “keep 
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.” The essay naturally 
touches upon the spurious brotherhood contrived by unionism. For 
instance: “During the last few decades they [the Lutheran unionists] 
have frankly urged the formation of one great united Lutheran brother- 
hood of faith, as though such an undertaking were a matter of addition 
and multiplication. Let us help our people to recognize the cheap 
methods by which most men in sectarian circles strive to bring about 
their proposed unions. ... They seem to have no inkling of the fact 
that God creates the brotherhood of faith. They do not recognize the 
wondrous miracle that is involved. By adopting a few breezy resolutions, 
they blasphemously proclaim to the world that they have brought to life 
a new brotherhood of faith... . Fellowship of faith is never a product 
of human scheming and planning. When God creates in a man the light 
of the knowledge of His glory in the face of Jesus Christ, and when 
in His mercy He leads him to sever relations with the ungodly or 
with his associates in a sectarian church-body and to make public con- 
fession of his faith with us, then, and only then, may we say that 
we have won a new brother in faith. In no other way can a God- 
pleasing union come about.” The second essay, by Dr. Th. Laetsch of 
St. Louis, Mo., treats the doctrine of “The Holiness of God.” How many 
of us have mastered this subject? The essay states: “Very frequently 
the pastor, the teacher, the layman, does not use this term [the holiness 
of God] in the fulness of its meaning, perhaps is not even conscious 
of all it connotes and implies. And just as frequently the hearers do 
not understand the term in all the unfathomable riches of its signifi- 
cance.” So let us study these points: “God’s holiness manifests itself 
in its transcendence over all created things.” “God’s holiness manifests 
itself as an ethical quality in His absolute sinlessness and impeccability.” 
“God’s holiness manifests itself in creating man in His own image, in 
demanding holiness of all His creatures, in His threats directed against 
every form of unholiness and every unholy person, in the temporal and 
eternal punishment of all sinners,” and in this: “He is also the holy 
and all-merciful Savior, whose holiness is manifested in sanctifying 
sinners, in finding ways and means to separate, to deliver the sinner 
from the guilt, the penalty, and the power of sin and thus to make the 
children of wrath the sons of God and heirs of eternal salvation.” 
(Concluding paragraph.) Make this essay an extension course in your 
study of theology. It will make you a better theologian and deepen 
the spiritual life of your hearers. 
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The Synodical Conference thoroughly studied the question of Lu- 
theran unity. The Proceedings contain the report submitted by the 
Missouri Synod Committee on Lutheran Church Union, the Missouri 
Synod resolutions with respect to fellowship (1938), the Sandusky 
Resolutions (American Lutheran Church, 1938), the Resolutions of the 
Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States (1939), and the Resolutions 
adopted by the Synodical Conference in this matter. From these we 
quote the following: “That we ask the Missouri Synod not to enter 
into fellowship (prayer-, altar-, pulpit-fellowship) with the American 
Lutheran Church until matters now objected to by members of the 
Synodical Conference have been clarified... .” “That the presidents of 
the four synods be requested to devise ways and means for continuing 
close cooperation between the different union committees of the Synod- 
ical Conference.” “All members of the Synodical Conference should 
feel in duty bound as brethren to watch and pray with those who 
must bear the responsibility that no steps be taken that might in future 
lead us away from the Scriptural paths which the Synodical Conference 
has followed from the days of our fathers.” TH. ENGELDER 


Proceedings of the Twenty-First Convention of the Southern Illinois 
District. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo., 1940. 
82 pages, 542x814. Price, 12 cts. 

At the convention of the Southern Illinois District Dr.H.B.Hem- 
meter read an essay on “The Evangelical Lutheran Church the True 
Visible Church of God on Earth” on the basis of Dr. Walther’s well- 
known theses. Dr. Schick read a German paper on “The Duty of Local 
Christian Congregations to Foster Fellowship,” a résumé of which in the 
English language is added. — The District adopted rules and regulations 
governing the activities of its Board for Missions and a policy of the 
Home Mission Department as to the care of existing stations, missionary 
expansion, mission-stations and their financial obligations, and mission- 
work in the self-supporting congregations, also a policy of the Mission 
Board in regard to Christian day-schools. These rules may be of 
interest to mission boards of other Districts. The convention also adopted 
regulations concerning the Historical Committee, which was created 
some years ago and whose object is to “collect and carefully preserve 
the official Proceedings of the Southern Illinois District conventions, 
histories of congregations, and other records and materials pertaining 
to the history of the District” (p.68). Every District ought to have 
a committee of this nature, and, if at all possible, a copy of these 
records, etc., ought to be sent to our Concordia Historical Institute at 
St. Louis. Tu. LaETscH 


Proceedings of the Southern Nebraska District, 1940. 80 pages, 5348%. 
Published as the October, 1940, issue of the Southern Nebraska 
District Messenger. Mr.K.G.Ehlers, Garland, Nebr., circulation 
manager. 


The key-note of the convention of the Southern Nebraska District 
was stewardship, and therefore the report deals chiefly with this 
important phase of Christian life. Pastor W. Koenig spoke on the 
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principles of Christian stewardship, bringing out the background, the 
meaning, some specific implications, and the motive for, and glory of, 
Christian stewardship. Pastor August Ficken carried out the thought 
that Christian stewardship involves the practice of brotherly admonition 
in a brotherly spirit, the recognition of its importance, sincere prayer 
to God for true guidance, and a realization that this work of love will 
be rewarded. Pastor W. Wilkens showed the relationship that exists 
between stewardship and personal mission-work. All three essays are 
timely and worth-while efforts. 

We note that the Southern Nebraska District, in order to expedite 
the election of officers, has adopted the following resolutions: “In the 
afternoon session of the first day Synod shall, by primary ballot, elect 
suitable candidates for the office of District President. The six highest 
nominees shall be candidates. Synod shall then, by printed ballot, 
proceed to the election of a District President from among these candi- 
dates. ... All other officers and standing committees of the District, 
exclusive of Visitors, shall be elected in the following manner: Synod 
shall, in the afternoon session of the first day, by ballot, nominate a 
‘Committee on Nominations, consisting of three pastors, one teacher, 
and three lay delegates . . . of Synod.” Tx. Lartscu 


Proceedings of the Forty-First Convention of the Ontario District. 
Publishers, Pastors W.O.Rathke and M.C.Weissbach. 55 pages, 
6x8. 

Our brethren in Canada are carrying on their work of spreading 
the kingdom of the Prince of Peace while their country is engaged in 
war and many of their sons are serving in the Army or Navy. Let us 
remember our brethren in our prayers, and may God hold His protecting 
hand over His Church and its faithful workers! The address of Presi- 
dent F. Malinsky is particularly timely and teaches lessons needed not 
only in Canada but in our country as well. Dr.J.Theodore Mueller of 
our Seminary at St.Louis read an instructive essay on “Stones Crying 
Out against Unbelief,” emphasizing the importance of archeology for 
our Christian faith and confession. Tu. LAETscH 


Proceedings of the Eighteenth Convention of the South Wisconsin 
District. Concordia Publishing House, St.Louis, Mo. 52 pages. 
Price, 11 cts. 

Besides the routine business of the District, this report contains 
the first two theses of Pastor Theo. Gohlke’s essay on “The Relation of 
Sanctification to Justification and Its Implications.” Other theses pre- 
sented were those on the nature of justification and sanctification. 

Tu. LAETSCH 
BOOKS RECEIVED 

From Fleming H. Revell Co., New York, London, and Edinburgh: 

The Minister’s Annual. Volume XIII. Compiled and edited by 
Joseph McCray Ramsey. 576 pages, 542x8%. Price, $2.00. 

From the United Lutheran Publication House, Philadelphia: 


He Started from Nowhere, and Other Stories. By W.R. Siegart. 
189 pages, 5428. Price, $1.00. 





